California High-Speed Train Project EIR/EIS 
Fresno to Bakersfield Section 


Vol. V Response to Comments from I ndividuals Last Name D-F 


Submission 1001 (Claire Davenport, October 19, 2012) 


Fresno - Bakersfield (July 2012+) - RECORD #375 DETAIL 


Status : 

Action Pending 

1001-11 

Record Date : 

10/19/2012 


Response Requested : 

No 

1001-2' 

Affiliation Type : 

Individual 

1001-3 

Interest As : 

Individual 


Submission Date : 

10/19/2012 


Submission Method : 

Project Email 

1001-41 

First Name : 

Claire 

Last Name : 

Professional Title : 
Business/Organization : 

Davenport 


Address : 

Apt./Suite No. : 


1001-5 

City : 

Corcoran 


State : 

CA 


Zip Code : 

Telephone : 

93212 

1001-61 

Email : 

cdavenport@jgboswell.com 

Email Subscription : 

Cell Phone : 

Add to Mailing List: 


1001-7 


Stakeholder 

Comments/Issues : The bill for the HSR was passed by the voters for $33 billion; the costs 

are now $98 billion and were not authorized by the voters. California 
does not have the money to complete this project. 

The project will destroy people's lives and then end without completion. 
The HSR was sanctioned to run along 15 which is a prime spot to install 
and complete the HSR at a lower cost in money and interruption to 
people's lives. The proposed project is significantly different now 
than what was presented as a voter initiative. 

Many 'town hall' meetings have yielded a strong opinion from our 
community as well as other small communities in the San Joaquin Valley 
against this H.S.R. boondoggle. 


Many people, from all walks of life, use Amtrak to travel up and down 
the valley, to the bay area and Los Angeles. The installation of HSR 
threatens to end the AMTRAK services and not replace them because 
nobody 

expects the HRS to stop in, say, Corcoran or Hanford. They use the 
Amtrak even between local towns near them. 


I join other citizens against our continued opposition and fight against 
High Speed Rail in the Valley and throughout the State. Please give the 
citizens of small communities consideration when making these 
decisions 

as our safety, health, and quality of life is greatly impacted by the 
final outcome. 


1001-81 


The City of Corcoran and its citizens overwhelmingly opposes the High 
Speed Rail project. 


EIR/EIS Comment : Yes 

Official Comment Period : Yes 
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California High-Speed Train Project EIR/EIS 
Fresno to Bakersfield Section 


Vol. V Response to Comments from I ndividuals Last Name D-F 


Response to Submission 1001 (Claire Davenport, October 19, 2012) 


1001-1 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-17. 

Proposition 1A authorized a $9.95 billion bond issue. It was not intended to be the sole 
funding source for the HST System (see Streets and Highways Code Section 2704.07, 
which states: "The authority shall pursue and obtain other private and public funds, 
including, but not limited to, federal funds, funds from revenue bonds, and local funds, to 
augment the proceeds of this chapter."). 

1001-2 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-13, FB-Response-GENERAL-17. 

1001-3 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-02. 

The project EIR/EIS for the Fresno to Bakersfield Section relies on information from the 
2005 Statewide Program EIR/EIS for the California HST System (Authority and FRA 
2005). The Statewide Program EIR/EIS considered alternatives on Interstate 5 (1-5), 
State Route (SR) 99, and the BNSF Railway (BNSF) corridor. The Record of Decision 
for the Statewide Program EIR/EIS rejected those routes and selected the BNSF 
corridor as the Preferred Alternative for the Fresno to Bakersfield Section. Further 
engineering and environmental studies within the broad BNSF corridor have resulted in 
practicable alternatives that meet most or all project objectives, are potentially feasible, 
and would result in certain environmental impact reductions relative to each other. 
Accordingly, the project EIR/EIS for the Fresno to Bakersfield Section focuses on 
alternative alignments along the general BNSF corridor. The 1-5 corridor was again 
considered during the environmental review of the Fresno to Bakersfield Section (see 
Section 2.3.2, Range of Potential Alternatives Considered and Findings, of the Final 
EIR/EIS), but was eliminated from further consideration, as described in Standard 
Response FB-Response-GENERAL-02. 

In 2008, California voters approved Proposition 1A—essentially approving the California 
HST System. Regarding urban development and land use patterns, voters specifically 
mandated that the stations for the HST System “be located in areas with good access to 
local mass transit or other modes of transportation. The HST system also shall be 


1001-3 

planned and constructed in a manner that minimizes urban sprawl and impacts on the 
natural environment,” including “wildlife corridors.” The Authority has embraced this 
voter and legislative direction. As the Authority’s program EIR/EIS documents show and 
this project EIR/EIS supports, operation of the HST System by itself will reduce traffic 
congestion, air pollution, and greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions. 

Proposition 1A was passed in 2008, with the tacit understanding from the 2005 Program 
EIR/EIS (Authority and FRA 2005) that the 1-5 alternative would not be analyzed further. 
Streets and Highways Code Section 2704.04(a), enacted by Proposition 1A, provides 
that: 

"(a) It is the intent of the Legislature by enacting this chapter and of the people of 
California by approving the bond measure pursuant to this chapter to initiate the 
construction of a high-speed train system that connects the San Francisco Transbay 
Terminal to Los Angeles Union Station and Anaheim, and links the state’s major 
population centers, including Sacramento, the San Francisco Bay Area, the Central 
Valley, Los Angeles, the Inland Empire, Orange County, 

and San Diego consistent with the authority’s certified environmental impact reports of 
November 2005 and July 9, 2008." 

1001-4 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-11. 

The Authority recognizes that there is a divergence of opinions about this—and any 
other—public project. The project has been modified as a result of community and 
stakeholder feedback. These modifications include the introduction of the Hanford West 
Bypass alternatives and the Bakersfield Hybrid Alternative. 

1001-5 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-12. 
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California High-Speed Train Project EIR/EIS 
Fresno to Bakersfield Section 


Vol. V Response to Comments from I ndividuals Last Name D-F 


Response to Submission 1001 (Claire Davenport, October 19, 2012) - Continued 


1001-6 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-14. 

Your opposition to the project is noted. 

The Authority used the information in the Final EIR/EIS and input from the agencies and 
public to identify the Preferred Alternative. The decision included consideration of the 
project purpose, need, and objectives, as presented in Chapter 1, Project Purpose, 
Need, and Objectives; the objectives and criteria in the alternatives analysis; and the 
comparative potential for environmental impacts. The Preferred Alternative has the least 
overall impact on the environment and local communities, the lowest cost, and the 
fewest constructability constraints of the project alternatives evaluated. 

1001-7 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-16. 

The Authority has solicited public involvement and modified the project as a result of 
public feedback. These modifications include the introduction of the Hanford West 
Bypass alternatives and the Bakersfield Hybrid Alternative. 

1001-8 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-14. 

Your opposition to the project is noted. 
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California High-Speed Train Project EIR/EIS 
Fresno to Bakersfield Section 


Vol. V Response to Comments from I ndividuals Last Name D-F 


Submission 1002 (Floy Davis, October 17, 2012) 
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1101 Central Avenue, P,0, Box 8043, Wasco, California 93280-0877 


Telephone; (561) 758-5113 Babers field; (861)327-7144 
Facsimile: (661) 758-321$ Email: mamsemitropsc. com 
Website; www.semitropic, com 


Semitropic *g Comments to the California High Speed Rail Authority 

Octobers, 2013 


1002-2 


1002-3 


Fresno to Bakersfield Revised Draft FIR/Supplemenial Draft EIS Comment 
770 L Street, Suite S00 
Sacramento* CA 95814 

77?e Semitropic Wafer Storage District is one of eight water storage districts in 
California and is the largest in Kern County. The District delivers water for the irrigation of 
approximately } 40,000 acres for agricultural uses. Semitropic also supplies energy to a variety 
of users and provides groundwater basking and storage servicesfor municipalities and 
agricultural interests. 

Upon review of the alternative alignments from Wasco north to the Kern County line we 
are very concerned ifAlternative A-2 is selected and therefore. Semis ropic highly recommends 
that Alternative A-f which follows the existing railroad alignment, be selected as the preferred 
alternative, 


Alternative A-2, if constructed , would cause extreme damage by cutting diagonally 
across private property, not only Intersecting Semitropic's water distribution and electrical 
facilities but also numerous Landowners " on-farm systems that would have to be reconstructed 
Additionally, access to operate and maintain Semitropic‘s water distribution facilities on the east 
side of the proposed alignment (Alternative A -2) would be very restricted, therefore causing 
operations to be highly inconvenienced I perhaps even causing additional damage because of 
operational emergencies that could not be dealt with in a timely manner, 


Also, fust a cursory review of the two alignments indicated that the cast of construction 
along A-2 will be extraordinarily higher than to construct along Alter native A-l. 


As a final comment, Semitropic does not Support construction of the High Speed Train 
Project recognizing that the State and Federal Governments are in a financial crisis and that 
this kind of money would be far more beneficial to the enemy of the State if used to provide a 
more reliable water supply. 


Note: Sec other si de for sketch. 



General Manager 
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Vol. V Response to Comments from I ndividuals Last Name D-F 


Submission 1002 (Floy Davis, October 17, 2012) - Continued 
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California High-Speed Train Project EIR/EIS 
Fresno to Bakersfield Section 


Vol. V Response to Comments from I ndividuals Last Name D-F 


Response to Submission 1002 (Floy Davis, October 17, 2012) 


1002-1 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-10. 

The Authority used the information in the EIR/EIS and input from the agencies and the 
public to identify the Preferred Alternative. The Authority's decision included 
consideration of the project purpose, need, and objectives presented in Chapter 1, 
Project Purpose, Need, and Objectives; the objectives and criteria in the alternatives 
analysis; and the comparative potential for environmental impacts. 

1002-2 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-AG-01, FB-Response-AG-02, FB- 
Response-GENERAL-10, FB-Response-HWR-01, FB-Response-PU&E-03, FB- 
Response-SO-01, FB-Response-SO-03. 

The Authority used the information in the EIR/EIS and input from the agencies and the 
public to identify the Preferred Alternative. The Authority's decision included 
consideration of the project purpose, need, and objectives presented in Chapter 1, 
Project Purpose, Need, and Objectives; the objectives and criteria in the alternatives 
analysis; and the comparative potential for environmental impacts. The Preferred 
Alternative balances the least overall impact on the environment and local communities 
with the cost and constructability constraints of the project alternatives evaluated. 

Please refer to Chapter 5 of the EIR/EIS for a discussion and breakdown of project 
costs. 

1002-3 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-14. 

The commenter's opposition to the construction of the High Speed Train project is 
noted. 
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California High-Speed Train Project EIR/EIS 
Fresno to Bakersfield Section 


Vol. V Response to Comments from I ndividuals Last Name D-F 


Submission 1003 (E.J. deJong, October 18, 2012) 


Fresno - Bakersfield (July 2012+) - RECORD #326 DETAIL I 

Stakeholder E.J. de Jong 



Comments/Issues : 

Record Date : 

10/18/2012 

Lansing LLC 

Response Requested : 

Yes 

8749 Lansing Ave 

Stakeholder Type : 

CA Resident 

Hanford, CA 93230 

Affiliation Type : 

Individual 

Interest As : 

Individual 

559.816.5950 

Submission Date : 

10/18/2012 

ej@wredenranch.com 

Submission Method : 

Project Email 

First Name : 

E.J. 

October 18, 2012 

Last Name : 

Professional Title : 
Business/Organization : 

de Jong 

California High Speed Rail Authority 

Address : 

8749 Lansing Avenue 

Fresno to Bakersfield DEIR/EIS Comment 

Apt./Suite No. : 

City : 

Hanford 

770 L Street, Suite 800 

State : 

CA 

Sacramento, CA 95814 

Zip Code : 

93230 


Telephone : 

559-816-5950 


Email : 

ej@wredenranch.com 

1. 

Email Subscription : 

Cell Phone : 

Add to Mailing List: 

1003-1 

How do you plan on mitigating *the lost acres of farm ground* due to 
your 

HSR? You claim 12 acres/linear mile but the real number will be 


between 36 

and 120 acres per linear mile depending on equipment turnarounds, 
travel 

lanes, and actual drift conditions due to your 220 mph HSR. 


How do you plan on mitigating our ‘farm’s annual lost crop income* *of 
$75K-255K* per year for perpetuity due to your HSR? 


2 . 


How do you plan on mitigating our dairy's annual loss of income due *to 
the 

loss of dairy-permitted farm ground* for perpetuity? Your HSR will 
cause a 

herd reduction of 180-600 cows, depending on actual loss of farm 
ground. 


1003-41 How will you mitigate this ‘annual loss of dairy income of $810,000 to 

| $2,700,000 per year* for perpetuity? 
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California High-Speed Train Project EIR/EIS 
Fresno to Bakersfield Section 


Vol. V Response to Comments from I ndividuals Last Name D-F 


Response to Submission 1003 (E.J. de J ong, October 18, 2012) 


1003-1 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-04, FB-Response-SO-OI, FB- 
Response-AG-01, FB-Response-AG-05. 

Agricultural loss is partially mitigated by funding perpetual conservation easements at a 
ratio of 1:1 for each acre converted by the HST project (see Mitigation Measure AG 
MM#1). The Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS acknowledges that impacts of 
agricultural conversion would still be significant and unavoidable. 

Turnaround areas for crops have not been included in the agricultural land impacts as 
the land would not be removed from agricultural production. Note that the Farmlands 
Mapping and Monitoring Program includes turnaround areas in lands it has identified as 
agricultural; however, it recognized that productivity will be lost as a result of the 
additional turnaround areas required. During the property acquisition process, losses in 
the value of the remaining property will be taken into account and compensation will be 
provided for the loss in productivity. 

In April 2013, the Authority reached an agreement with agricultural interests on 
mitigation of agricultural land impacts for the Merced to Fresno Section of the FIST 
System (Authority 2013). Under that agreement, the Authority will acquire agricultural 
conservation easements for its impact on Important Farmland (i.e., land classified as 
prime farmland, farmland of statewide importance, farmland of local importance, and 
unique farmland) at the following ratios: 

• Important Farmland converted to nonagricultural uses either by direct commitment of 
the land to project facilities or by the creation of remnant parcels that cannot be 
economically farmed will be mitigated at a ratio of 1:1. 

• Where FIST project facilities would create a remnant parcel of 20 acres or less in size, 
the acreage of that remnant parcel will be mitigated at a ratio of 1:1. 

• An area 25 feet wide bordering Important Farmland converted to nonagricultural uses 
by project facilities (not counting remnant parcels) will be mitigated at a ratio of 0.5:1. 

1003-2 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-SO-01, FB-Response-AG-02. 


1003-3 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-SO-01, FB-Response-AG-06. 

Fair market value will be paid for all land acquired. Fair market value is defined as the 
price at which a property would change hands between a willing buyer and a willing 
seller, neither being under any compulsion to buy or to sell and both having reasonable 
knowledge of relevant facts. This takes into account the value of the land, the 
improvements on the land, as well as the future income the land and improvements can 
generate. During the property acquisition process, losses in the value of the remaining 
property will be taken into account, and compensation will be provided for the loss in 
productivity. 

1003-4 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-SO-01, FB-Response-AG-06. 

Fair market value will be paid for all land acquired. Fair market value is defined as the 
price at which a property would change hands between a willing buyer and a willing 
seller, neither being under any compulsion to buy or to sell and both having reasonable 
knowledge of relevant facts. This takes into account the value of the land, the 
improvements on the land, as well as the future income the land and improvements can 
generate. During the property acquisition process, losses in the value of the remaining 
property will be taken into account, and compensation will be provided for the loss in 
productivity. 
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California High-Speed Train Project EIR/EIS 
Fresno to Bakersfield Section 


Vol. V Response to Comments from I ndividuals Last Name D-F 


Submission 1004 (E.J. deJong, October 18, 2012) 


EJ.deJong 
Lansing LLC 
874$ Lansing Ave 
Hanford, CA 9J230 
$5$ .Si 6.5950 
ej@wnedenranch. com 
October 18,2012 



E.J. dc Jong 
Lansing LLC 
374$ Lansing Ave 
Hanford, CA 93230 
559 . 816,5950 
ej @wiedenranch .com 
October I S, 2012 



California High Speed Rail Authority 
Fresno to Hakersfleld DEER/EIS Comment 
770 L Street. Suite &00 
Sacramento, CA 95814 


California High Speed Rail Authority 
l-'resno to Bakersfield DEIR/EiS Continent 
770 L Street, Suite 300 
Sacramento, CA 95814 


How do you plan on mitigating the lost acres of farm around due to vour HSR? You 
claim 12 acres/linear mile but the real number will be between 36 and 120 acres per 
linear mile depending on equipment turnarounds, travel lanes, and actual drill conditions 
due to your 220 mph HSR 


How do you plan on mitigating our dairy's annual, loss ofineome due to the loss of 
dairy-permitted farm ground for perpetuity? Your HSR will cause a herd reduction of 
ISQ45QQ cow's, depending on actual loss of farm ground. 


How do you plan on mitigating our farm's annual lost crop income of S75IC-255K per 
year for perpetuity due to your HSR? 


How will you mitigate this annual loss of dairy Income of SS 10,000 to S2,7G0.UOO per 
year for perpetuity? 
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California High-Speed Train Project EIR/EIS 
Fresno to Bakersfield Section 


Vol. V Response to Comments from I ndividuals Last Name D-F 


Submission 1004 (E.J. deJong, October 18, 2012) - Continued 


EJ. de Jong 
Lansing LLC 
8749 Lansing Ave 
Hanford, CA 93230 
559.816.5950 
ej @wredenranch .com 
October IS.2012 



E.J de Jong 
Lansing LLC 
8749 Lansing Avc 
Hanford. CA 93230 
559.816.5950 
ej@wradettranch.com 
October IS. 2012 


Egm 


California High Speed Rail Authority 
Fresno lo Bakersfield DEI RE IS Comment 
770 L Street, Suite BOO 
Sacramento. CA 95814 


California Nigh Speed Rail Authority 
Fresno to Bakersfield DEIR/EIS Comment 
770 L Street. Suite 800 
Sacramento, CA 95814 


There is no crossing at Lansing Avc on your proposed HSR route This will mean 
several thousand trips around to the nearest crossing per year by way of Kansas Ave and 
Hwy 43 (an additional 7 miles approximately} for large, slow moving equipment due to 
your HSR. 

Hotv arc you going to mitigate the increased green house gas emissions annually due to 
the thousands of gallons extra diesel to be consumed annually by these trucks and tractors 
due to your HSR' 7 


There is no crossing at Lansing Ave on your proposed HSR route, This will mean 
several thousand trips around to the nearest crossing per year by way of Kansas Ave and 
Hwy 43 (an additional 7 miles approximately) for large, slow moving equipment due to 
your HSR. 

How are you going to mitigate the extra fuel expense incurred by the farm and dairy 
annually due to the lIiou sands of extra gallons of diesel consumed annually by these 
trucks and tractors per year for perpetuity? 
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California High-Speed Train Project EIR/EIS 
Fresno to Bakersfield Section 


Vol. V Response to Comments from I ndividuals Last Name D-F 


Submission 1004 (E.J. deJong, October 18, 2012) - Continued 


EJ de Jong 
I .arising LLC 
8749 Lansing Ave 
Hanford, CA 93230 
559.Si6.5950 
ej@wredenranch. com 
October 18,2012 



E.J de Jong 
Lansing LLC 
8749 Lansing Ave 
Hanford, CA~93230 
559. SJ6.5950 
GjtfSwredenranch.corn 
October IS. 2012 


California High Speed Rail Authority 
Fresno to Bakersfield DEIR/EIS Comment 
770 L Street. Suite 800 
Sacramento. CA 95814 


California High Speed Rail Authority 
Fresno to Elakers.fietd DEIR/E1S Comment 
770 L Street, Suite 800 
Sacramento, CA 95814 


There is no crossing at Lansing Ave on your proposed HSR route. This will mean 
several thousand trips around to the nearest crossing per year by way of Kansas Avo and 
Hwy43 fan additional 7 miles approximately) for large, slow moving equipment due to 
your HSR, 


1004-7 


There is no crossing at Lansing Ave on your proposed HSR route. This will mean 
several thousand trips around to the nearest crossing per year by way of Kansas Ave and 
Ilwy 43 (art additional 7 miles approximately) for large, slow moving equipment due to 
your HSR 


How are you going to mitigate the safety hazards you arc causing by forcing, large, slow 
moving equipment la lake thousands of extra trips annually down Kansas Ave and 
Hwy 43? 


How are you going to mitigate the higher cost of purchased silage and possibly other 
commodities of western origin due to the extra mileage charge on all toads from the other 
side of proposed route? 
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California High-Speed Train Project EIR/EIS 
Fresno to Bakersfield Section 


Vol. V Response to Comments from I ndividuals Last Name D-F 


Submission 1004 (E.J. deJong, October 18, 2012) - Continued 


E.J deJong 
[ .ansing LLC 
3749 Lansing Ave 
Hanford, C A 93230 
559.S16.5950 
ej@ivredenr.anc h. com 
October 13, 2012 



Ei.de Jong 
Lansing LLC 
8749 Lansing Ave 
Hanford, CA 93230 
559 ,S 16.5950 
cj@.wredenranch.coni 
OctoberI 8,2012 



California High Speed Rail Authority 
Fresno to Bakersfield DElR/EilS Comment 
770 L Street, Suite SCO 
Sacramento, CA 95814 


California High Speed Rail Authority 
Fresno to Bakersfield DELR/EIS Comment 
770 L Street, Suite S00 
Sacramento, CA 95314 


1004-8 


1004-9 

1004-10 


The potential for sirav voltage is a huge concern for dairies along the proposed route. 
How will you mitigate the potential for stray voltage? 

How will you compensate the dairies along the route affected by stray voltage due to 
your HSR for loss of annual milk production income for perpetuity? 

How will you make our cows feci belter after they have been exposed to your stray 
voltage? 


There is a potential for noise pollution from your HSR to affect dairies along the route 
There is a potential for loss of milk production and loss of milk income due to (he noise 
from your HSR 

How will you mitigate the noise pollution from your HSR so it does not adversely affect 
the dairies along the route? 

How will you compensate the affected dairies along the route for annual loss of milk 
income for perpetuity due to your noise pollution? 
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California High-Speed Train Project EIR/EIS 
Fresno to Bakersfield Section 


Vol. V Response to Comments from I ndividuals Last Name D-F 


Submission 1004 (E.J. deJong, October 18, 2012) - Continued 


E.J. de Jong 
Lansing LLC 
8749 Lansing Ave 
Hanford, CA 9 3230 
559.fi lfi.5950 
cj @ wrcdenraneh com 
October IS, 2012 



E.J de Jong 
Tensing LLC 
8749 Lansing Ave 
Hanford, CA 93230 
559,316.5950 
ej@! wrcdcnranch. com 
October IS, 2012 



California High Speed Rail Authority 
Fresno to Bakersfield DEIR/EIS Comment 
770 L Street, Suite 800 
Sacramento, CA 95314 


California High Speed Kail Authority 
Fresno to Bakersfield DEIR/EIS Comment 
770 L Street. Suite 300 
Sacramento, CA 95814 


1004-13 


There is the potential that some of your mitlgaiiun measures that you perform today, 
may not be adequate for our needs in the future, thereby restricting future opportunity, 
efficiency, and income. 

How do you plan on mitigating the mitigation measures that are not adequate for future 
growth or expansion opportunities? 


There is the potential (hat vibrations from your HSR will shorten the useful life of 
existing wells located along the proposed route, Vibrations from your HSR. can cause the 
sand formations around the well to crumble and collapse, causing the well to be 
abandoned. 


How do you plan to mitigate the loss of income due (o lost opportunity, growth, and 
efficiency due to your inadequate mitigation measures? 


How will you mitigate the vibrations that will affect nearby welts? 

Will you replace the wells that collapse due to the vibrations from your HSR? 
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California High-Speed Train Project EIR/EIS 
Fresno to Bakersfield Section 


Vol. V Response to Comments from I ndividuals Last Name D-F 


Submission 1004 (E.J. deJong, October 18, 2012) - Continued 


EJ. de Jong 
Lansing LLC 
874$ Lansing Ave 
Hanford, CA 93230 
559.8 IS. 5950 

ej@wnedenranch. com 
October 18, 2032 



EJ. de Jong 
Lansing LLC 
874$ Lansing Ave 
Hanford, CA 93230 
559. SI 6,5950 
ej(ry wrcdenranch. com 
Ociober 18, 2012 


[p) j(giDW 
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California High Speed Rail Authority 
Fresno to Bakersfield DE1R/EIS Comment 
770 L Street, Suite 800 
Sacramento, CA95514 


California High Speed Rail Authority 
Fresno to Bakersfield BEIR/R1S Comment 
770 L Street, Suite 800 
Sacramento, CA 95514 


For obvious reasons, property resale value and borrowing capacity will be greatly 
reduced by your HSR coming through our property, splitting our dairy from our Farm 
causing great inefficiencies daily, increasing our fuel cost, increasing greenhouse gas 
emissions, causing loss of wells, taking out Lansing Ave access,, causing risk of stray 
voltage causing loss of milk income, stripping productive farm ground away [more acres 
than you arc willing to admit) causing loss of farm income, and ruining quality of life for 
the homes located near your path, to name a few. 

How are you going m mitigate the loss in property value due to your HSR coming 
through our properly? 


My home is located near the proposed path of your HSR. I picked the location because 
of die unobstructed views from die south lo the west. Your HSR proposed route runs 
right thru my formerly unobstructed view. 

How will you mi ligate the skyline pollution when you put your HSR thru my property? 
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California High-Speed Train Project EIR/EIS 
Fresno to Bakersfield Section 


Vol. V Response to Comments from I ndividuals Last Name D-F 


Submission 1004 (E.J. deJong, October 18, 2012) - Continued 


E.J. deJong 
Lansing LLC 
8749 Lansing Ave 
Hanford, CA 93230 
S59.fi] 6,5950 

ej@WTedenranch.com 
October 13,2012 



California High Speed Rail Authority 
Fresno to Bakersfield DEtR/ElS. Comment 
770 L Street, Suite 800 
Sacramento, CA 95S1 4 


1004-17 


1004-18 

1004-19 


My home is located near the proposed path of your H SR. I picked the location because it 
was a quiet area in the country 

How are you going to mitigate the noise pollution from your HSR? 

How are you going, to mitigate the loss in property value due to your HSR ruining the 
country selling of my home? 

Hotv are you going to compensate me for ruining fny quality of life at my country home? 



s! t&t tsv :t toz AxnvBT rwroos m«y s'n o i£i<e i° u *< tm J«"W jo uomm * ***** 
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California High-Speed Train Project EIR/EIS 
Fresno to Bakersfield Section 


Vol. V Response to Comments from I ndividuals Last Name D-F 


Response to Submission 1004 (E.J. de J ong, October 18, 2012) 


1004-1 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-02, FB-Response-GENERAL-04, 
FB-Response-AG-01, FB-Response-AG-05. 

The Authority does recognize that the loss of farmland cannot be fully mitigated, and as 
such has been classified as a significant and unavoidable impact. See Impact AG #4 for 
information on the permanent conversion of agricultural land, and see Mitigation 
Measure AG-1 in Section 3.14.7 for measures to preserve prime farmland. 

Equipment turnarounds are included in the acreages of agricultural land compiled under 
the Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program of the Department of Conservation. 
Accordingly, the turnarounds do not disqualify land from identification as agricultural. As 
discussed in Section 3.14, Agricultural Land, the HST project will convert agricultural 
land. The new turnaround areas will continue to be available for use as agricultural land, 
just as are the existing turnaround areas. 

1004-2 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-04, FB-Response-SO-OI. 

1004-3 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-SO-01, FB-Response-GENERAL-04, FB- 
Response-AG-06. 

See EIR/EIS Volume I Section 3.12 Impact SO#15, and Volume II Technical Appendix 
3.14-B for impacts to confined animal agriculture. The Authority has committed to 
maintaining a “permit bureau” to help businesses (including confined animal operations) 
overcome the regulatory disruptions caused by the project. 

1004-4 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-AQ-03. 

As with criteria pollutant emissions, greenhouse gas emissions will not increase, since 
the frequency of roadway overpasses will not lead to additional distances relative to the 
regional vehicle miles traveled reductions. 


1004-4 

Lansing Avenue is proposed to be closed by the BNSF-Hanford Alternative. As noted in 
this comment, local access would be provided at Kansas Avenue, 1 mile to the north. 
This would not prevent access from continuing between the parcels, but would add 
mileage. 

1004-5 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-TR-02, FB-Response-GENERAL-04. 

1004-6 

There are adequate shoulders on Kansas Avenue and SR 43 for movement of 
agricultural equipment. Movement of large agricultural equipment on public roads is 
common in the San Joaquin Valley and does not create substantial safety hazards. 

1004-7 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-TR-02, FB-Response-GENERAL-04. 

1004-8 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-AG-06. 

People and businesses in California use electric power and radio frequency (RF) 
communications for many purposes and services, in homes, businesses, farms, and 
factories. The intensive use of electric power and RF communications in California and 
all developed countries has ensured that the potential health effects of 
electromagnetic fields and resulting currents and voltages on people and animals have 
been thoroughly studied. As a result, the levels at which electromagnetic fields (EMF) 
and RF fields can cause health or behavior effects are well established. Broadly used 
international standards were created based on intensive investigation to ensure that: 

* EMF and RF fields and resulting stray currents and voltages are measured and 
controlled. 

* Fields do not disturb or injure people or animals. 
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California High-Speed Train Project EIR/EIS 
Fresno to Bakersfield Section 


Vol. V Response to Comments from I ndividuals Last Name D-F 


Response to Submission 1004 (E.J. de J ong, October 18, 2012) - Continued 


1004-8 

In regard to dairy production, McGill University conducted a study with cows in pens 
exposed to controlled EMF levels of 330 mG and 10 kV/m, the projected magnetic and 
electric fields that occur at ground level under a 735-kV line at full load. The researchers 
measured the following: melatonin levels, prolactin levels, milk production, milk fat 
content, dry-matter intake by cows, and reproductive outcomes. While a few statistically 
significant changes in these factors were found, none of the changes were outside the 
normal range for cows (McGill University 2008). The study concluded that the EMF 
exposure did not harm the cows or reduce milk productivity. Various studies cited by 
other researchers regarding EMF and wildlife suggest a range of effects similar for 
livestock, from non-existent to relatively small to positive. One study suggests a 
beneficial application for ELF-EMF in broiler chickens to fight a common parasitic 
infection called Coccidiosis (Golder Associates 2009). 

Since 735-kV utility power transmission lines run up and down the state, cattle and 
people near those lines are exposed to these levels on a continuing basis. Consistent 
with the McGill study, epidemiological evidence does not indicate that cattle or people 
near existing 735-kV utility power transmission lines are generally or broadly affected by 
the fields. 

The HST traction power 60 Hz current will flow in the overhead contact system (OCS) 
and running rails to provide power to trains. The traction power system is called a 2x25 
kV system, because it uses 25-kV voltage for the trains, and uses two nearby cables 
with opposite phase of the 25 kV to distribute the power down the tracks. Currents in this 
HST 2x25 kV system create EMFs and static electric fields near the tracks. However, 
the HST levels will be lower than the fields typical of a 735-kV utility power transmission 
line. This is because the separation between HST OCS cables is less, cable-to-cable 
voltage levels and cable current levels are less, and the HST cables are closer to the 
ground so that they are closer to the reducing effect of the fields in the ground, all 
compared to the 735 kV utility power cables. 

California HST TM 300.07, EIR/EIS Assessment of CHST Alignment EMF Footprint, 
shows that at the closest fence line to the HST tracks, the expected magnetic field is 60 
mG, less than one-fifth the level from a transmission line. Since cattle cannot be inside 
the fence line and people can only be inside the fence line at passenger stations, the 


1004-8 

possible HST EMF exposure is: 

* Low compared to the 735 kV utility power transmission line. 

* Therefore, below the level at which the McGill study showed no effect on cows and 
milk production. 

Similarly, the electric field from the California HST 25 kV 60 Hz OCS will be low 
compared to the exposure from a 735-kV utility power transmission line. 

For these reasons, EMF effects on livestock and poultry are expected to have negligible 
intensity under NEPA, and the impact would be less than significant under CEQA. See 
Standard Response FB-Response-AG-06: Confined Animal Facilities regarding the 
impact of EMF emissions on dairies. 

1004-9 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-AG-06. 

People and businesses in California use electric power and radio 

frequency communications for many purposes and services, in homes and 

businesses, farms and factories. The intensive use of electric power 

and radio frequency communications in California and all developed 

countries has ensured that the potential health effects of 

electromagnetic fields and resulting currents and voltages on people and 

animals have been thoroughly studied. As a result, the levels at which 

electromagnetic fields (EMF) and radio frequency (RF) fields can cause 

health or behavior effects are well-established. Broadly used 

international standards were created based on intensive investigation, to ensure that: 

* EMF and RF fields and resulting stray currents and voltages are measured and 
controlled 

* Fields do not disturb or injure people or animals. 

In regard to dairy production, McGill University conducted a study with 
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California High-Speed Train Project EIR/EIS 
Fresno to Bakersfield Section 


Vol. V Response to Comments from I ndividuals Last Name D-F 


Response to Submission 1004 (E.J. de J ong, October 18, 2012) - Continued 


1004-9 

cows in pens exposed to controlled EMF levels of 330 mG and 10 kV/m, the 
projected magnetic and electric fields that occur at ground level under 
a 735 kV line at full load. The researchers measured the following: 
melatonin levels, prolactin levels, milk production, milk fat content, 
dry matter intake by cows, and reproductive outcomes. While a few 
statistically significant changes in these factors were found, none of 
the changes was outside the normal range for cows (McGill University 

2008) . The study concluded that the EMF exposure did not harm the cows 
or reduce milk productivity. Various studies cited by other researchers 
about EMF and wildlife suggest a range of effects similar to 

livestock from non-existent to relatively small to positive. One study 
suggests a beneficial application for ELF-EMF in broiler chickens to 
fight a common parasitic infection called Coccidiosis (Golder Associates 

2009) . 

Because 735 kV utility power transmission lines run up and down the state, 
cattle and people near those lines are exposed to these levels on a 
continuing basis. In a manner consistent with the McGill study, epidemiological 
evidence does not indicate that cattle or people near existing 735 kV 
utility power transmission lines are generally or broadly affected by 
the fields. 

HST traction power 60 Hz current will flow in the overhead contact 
system (OCS) and running rails to provide power to trains. The traction 
power system is called a 2 x 25 kV system, because it uses 25 kV voltage 
for the trains, and uses two nearby cables with opposite phases of the 25 
kV to distribute the power down the tracks. Currents in this HST 2x25 
kV system create EMFs and static electric fields near the HST tracks. 

However, the HST levels will be lower than the fields typical of a 735 
kV utility power transmission line. This is because the separation 
between HST OCS cables is less, cable-to-cable voltage levels and cable 
current levels are lower, and the HST cables are closer to the ground, 
which makes the cables closer to the reducing effect of the fields in 
the ground; all compared to the 735 kV utility power cables. 


1004-9 

HST TM 300.07, EIR/EIS Assessment of HST Alignment EMF Footprint, 
shows that at the closest fenceline to the HST tracks, the expected 
magnetic field is 60 milligauss (mG), less than one-fifth the level from a 
transmission line. Since cattle cannot be inside the fenceline and 
people can only be inside the fenceline at passenger stations, the 
possible HST EMF exposure is: 

• Low compared to the 735 kV utility power transmission line 

• Therefore below the level at which the McGill study showed no effect on cows and milk 
production. 

Similarly, the electric field from the HST 25 kV 60 Hz OCS will be low 
compared to the exposure from a 735 kV utility power transmission line. 

For these reasons, EMF effects on livestock are expected to 
have negligible intensity under NEPA and the impact would be less than 
significant under CEQA. See Standard Response FB-Response-AG-06: Confined 
Animal Facilities regarding the impact of EMF emissions on dairies. 

Because there is no substantial evidence to suggest that there would be a reduction of 
milk production resulting from stray voltage, no mitigation is proposed. 

1004-10 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-AG-06. 

1004-11 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-N&V-OI, FB-Response-N&V-03, FB- 
Response-N&V-05. 

1004-12 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-N&V-OI, FB-Response-AG-06. 

Because there is no substantial evidence demonstrating that noise adversely affects 
milk production, as described in the Master Responses FB-Response-N&V-OI and FB- 
Response-AG-06, no mitigation is proposed. 
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Fresno to Bakersfield Section 


Vol. V Response to Comments from I ndividuals Last Name D-F 


Response to Submission 1004 (E.J. de J ong, October 18, 2012) - Continued 


1004-13 

This question requests the Authority to speculate about the adequacy of mitigation 
measures relative to some undefined future condition. This type of speculation is not 
appropriate for an EIR/EIS as defined in Section 15145 of the CEQA Guidelines. 

Property acquisition will take into account reasonably foreseeable future opportunities 
for that property, but, again, these opportunities cannot be based on speculation about 
undefined or unsubstantiated future conditions. 

1004-14 

Wells currently located adjacent to the existing BNSF tracks are subject to vibration 
levels substantially higher than the vibration levels that would be generated by HST 
operations. If the wells are not currently experiencing any of these problems under 
existing conditions, they would not be expected to experience these problems with the 
addition of HST operations. 

1004-15 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-SO-01, FB-Response-SO-02, FB- 
Response-AG-02. 

For information on potential HST Project impacts on property values, see Section 
5.4.4.3 in the Community Impact Assessment Technical Report (Authority and FRA 
2012. 

1004-16 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-AVR-01. 

The BNSF Alternative would pass near the commenter’s address, but would not affect 
views to the south or west. Although sited at-grade, this segment would be very 
prominent to the east. In such cases, Mitigation Measure AVR-MM#2c: Screen At-Grade 
and Elevated Guideways Adjacent to Residential Areas in Section 3.16, Aesthetics and 
Visual Resources, calls for the planting of trees on the right-of-way to reduce the visual 
intrusion of the alignment. These plantings would not eliminate view blockage to the east 
when trains are present, but would soften the effects of the train and provide a more 


1004-16 

attractive visual foreground. The Hanford West Bypass 1 and 2 alternatives, at a 
distance of 0.6 miles or greater, would be visible to the south and west, but would have 
relatively moderate effects on those views. The below-grade options for the Hanford 
West Bypass alternatives would have little effect on those views, because they would be 
below ground. The at-grade options for these alternatives would be more visible, but at a 
distance of 0.6 miles would not be prominent and would not strongly block views. 

1004-17 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-N&V-03, FB-Response-N&V-05. 

1004-18 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-SO-02. 

1004-19 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-SO-02, FB-Response-N&V-05. 

The impacts on rural residential communities are discussed under Impact SO #6 in 
Section 3.12, Socioeconomics, Communities, and Environmental Justice. This impact 
describes the potential for disruption to community cohesion or division of existing 
communities from project operation. Mitigation Measure SO-1 describes how the 
Authority plans to minimize the impacts to these rural residential communities. 

For detailed information on potential HST project impacts on property values, see 
Section 5.4.4.3 in the Community Impact Assessment Technical Report. 
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California High-Speed Train Project EIR/EIS 
Fresno to Bakersfield Section 


Vol. V Response to Comments from I ndividuals Last Name D-F 


Submission 1005 (Mary-Lou DeAnda, October 18, 2012) 


CALIFORNIA Comment Card 

High-Speed Rail Authority Tarjeta de Commentaries 

Fresno Id Bakersfield High-Speed Train Section La Section de Fresno o Bakersfield del Tran do Aha Velocfdad 

Revised Draft Environmental Impact Report/ Pronto Revisada de Informs de Impacto Ambfontal/ 
Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Statement Dedacocibn de Impacto Amfaiental Ptoyecto Suplemenlario 
(Revised Draft EIR/Supplementql Draft EIS) (Proyetto KevPsado EIR/Prcyecio Supfomentario EIS) 



Please submil your completed comment card al Iho Par favor entregue su tarjeta oompfelada al final de la 
end of the meeting, or moil to: reunion, o enviela por correo a to siguienlc direction: 

Fresno to Bakersfield Revised Draft HR Supplemental Draft EIS Comment, 770 £ Street, Suite £00, Strrr&mente, CA 953} 4 


The w 

20 V 


Extended comment period for Fresno 
to Bakersfierd High Speed Train Revised' 


*er2Q, 
ally, or 


EI P 
de£ 
recil 
del' 


Draft EIR/Sypplemental Draft EIS: 
July 20 - October 19 


Entendido el periodo de comentario 
publico del Proyecto Revisa do 
EIR/P royecto Suple me ntano E IS 

Julio 20- Octubre 19 


Nome/Nornbrs: $->&' S&t 


Organ! tat ion/Orgon izacl&n: 

Address/Pamidlfol_ ZU-Y-fc — 

Phone Number/Niimero de TeSefono: ^JL — LA j 


^ C 


Gift Slate, Zip Code/C iudad, Estado, C6digo Postal: C.y 


H 20 

len quo ser 
;l a anles 


E-mail Address/Correo Eledrdnico: ______ 

(Use add-tionai pages if needed/Usar pagiras ad' dona! es si as rcc&S5i"o) 
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California High-Speed Train Project EIR/EIS 
Fresno to Bakersfield Section 


Vol. V Response to Comments from I ndividuals Last Name D-F 


Response to Submission 1005 (Mary-Lou DeAnda, October 18, 2012) 


1005-1 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-14. 
Your opposition to the project is noted. 
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California High-Speed Train Project EIR/EIS 
Fresno to Bakersfield Section 


Vol. V Response to Comments from I ndividuals Last Name D-F 


Submission 1006 (Katie Deason, September 18, 2012) 


1006-1 1 
1006-2 


1006-31 
1006-41 
1006-51 
1006-61 
1006-71 
1006-81 


1 Fresno - Bakersfield (July 2012+) - RECORD #183 DETAIL I 

Status : 

Unread 

Record Date : 

9/18/2012 

Response Requested : 

Yes 

Stakeholder Type : 

CA Resident 

Affiliation Type : 

Individual 

Interest As : 

Individual 

Submission Date : 

9/18/2012 

Submission Method : 

Website 

First Name : 

Katie 

Last Name : 

Deason 

Professional Title : 

Home Owner, & Pres. Bishop Achers Water Co. 

Business/Organization : 


Address : 


Apt./Suite No. : 


City : 

Shatter 

State : 

CA 

Zip Code : 

93263 

Telephone : 

661-589-5834 

Email : 

deasontrekl @aol.com 

Email Subscription : 

Fresno - Bakersfield 

Cell Phone : 


Add to Mailing List: 

Yes 

Stakeholder 

i'm opposed to both revised drafts as it effects my property, i would like 

Comments/Issues : 

a detailed picture of proposal thru my property. 32173 loraine lane, 


EIR/EIS Comment: 
Official Comment Period : 


shatter ca. when will homeowners be bought out and how will you 
determine amount for property, what if we disagree with amount, how 
long will it be before a poperty owner has to move out, as we can,t buy 
another place until that happens, since house will be demolished can we 
sell things , such as coolers, etc. how much notice will be given that you 
will take property, and how long can we stay in home till that happens, 
willm we have deadline to move out. can we sell it without disclosing 
that place will be bought out in future . we have 4 nut producing trees, 
will these be added cost to figures, what is your projected date of having 
high speed rail done, what if we know site will be taken , if we wish for 
buy out sooner can that happen, there will be power generater across 
from all owners on street. , how big will that be and how will that effect 
noise, lights, vibrations, workers at station? the water well for 
community is in path, will you have togive each land owner money , 
know it has to be moved, how will that effect our flo of water as we have 
no holding tank, how long will it take to relocate site for water. it,s our 
only source, why redo bridge that just was completed, plenty of fields to 
go around it all. why wasn,t that bypassed, i guess you like to waste 
money , if you have to redo bridge . how many lights will be in area, 
how many trains will be going an hour, what about rail dust and it,s 
effects to the people who will live near the train, how will that effect our 
water and people who live and work near by. if you move the water well, 
how deep of a well will you have, we have one of the best water around, 
better than shatters , will it be a totally new well drill site. 

No 

Yes 
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California High-Speed Train Project EIR/EIS 
Fresno to Bakersfield Section 


Vol. V Response to Comments from I ndividuals Last Name D-F 


Response to Submission 1006 (Katie Deason, September 18, 2012) 


1006-1 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-14. 

1006-2 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-SO-OI, FB-Response-SO-03. 

Individual acquisition and relocation issues will be addressed during the property 
acquisition process. 

1006-3 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-PU&E-OI. 

The exact size of the transformer is unknown at this time. Please note that the HST 
System would be a “design-build” project. That is, the project design would be 
completed by the contractor chosen to build the project. The Authority and FRA have 
prepared a project-specific EIR/EIS to analyze the potential environmental 
consequences of a refined set of alternative corridor alignments and stations along this 
section. This project EIR/EIS contains significantly more detail than was available at the 
first-tier Program EIR/EIS. 

The term "15% design" is an engineering term of art that refers to the level of 
engineering prepared on FIST project elements for the EIR/EIS. The 15% design 
generates detailed information, like the horizontal and vertical locations of the track, 
cross sections of the infrastructure with measurements, precise station footprints with 
site configurations, and temporary construction staging sites and facilities. The 15% 
design also yields a "project footprint" overlaid on parcel maps, which shows the outside 
envelope of all disturbance, including both permanent infrastructure and temporary 
construction activity. This 15% design translated into a project description in the EIR 
with 100% of the information that is required under CEQA Guidelines Section 15147 

1006-4 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-PU&E-03, FB-Response-AG-04. 


1006-5 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-PU&E-03, FB-Response-FIWR-01. 

1006-6 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-AQ-01. 

Two alternatives are proposed in the vicinity of Wasco and Shafter: the BNSF 
Alternative (through Wasco and Shafter) and the Wasco-Shafter Bypass Alternative. 
Each alternative would have its own set of different effects. 

The Authority used the information in the Final EIR/EIS and input from the agencies and 
public to identify the Preferred Alternative. The decision included consideration of the 
project purpose, need, and objectives, as presented in Chapter 1, Project Purpose, 
Need, and Objectives; the objectives and criteria in the alternatives analysis; and the 
comparative potential for environmental impacts. The Preferred Alternative has the least 
overall impact on the environment and local communities, the lowest cost, and the 
fewest constructability constraints of the project alternatives evaluated. 

If a bridge needs to be replaced because of the project, the replacement bridge will be 
designed and constructed in accordance with the requirements of the local jurisdiction. If 
lighting is necessary, lighting would have to conform with local lighting ordinances. 
Potential impacts from construction lighting are addressed in Mitigation Measure AVR- 
MM#1b, which calls for shielding lights, directing lights downward so that the lights are 
not visible off-site, and limiting direct lighting to within the project site. This mitigation 
measure is discussed in Section 3.16, Aesthetics and Visual Resources, of the Final 
EIR/EIS. 

The number of trains operating at any given time will ultimately depend on the ridership. 
Appendix 2-C, Operations and Service Plan Summary, of the Final EIR/EIS provides 
background information on the intended service and operations of the FIST System at 
this point in project planning. 
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Fresno to Bakersfield Section 


Vol. V Response to Comments from I ndividuals Last Name D-F 


Response to Submission 1006 (Katie Deason, September 18, 2012) - Continued 


1006-7 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-27. 

Fugitive dust emissions due to the FIST-induced airflow were evaluated in the EIR/EIS. 
As discussed in Section 3.3.6.3, Fligh-Speed Train Alternatives, of the Final EIR/EIS, as 
the airflow diminishes, fugitive dust emissions beyond 10 feet from a train traveling at 
high speed—and the subsequent health risks—would be negligible. See Standard 
Response FB-Response-GENERAL-27 (dust from train operation). Also, the HST 
System has a steel-wheel-on-steel-rail technology. The HST System would use 
regenerative braking technology, which would reduce brake pad wear and the amount of 
metal particles deposited within the track right-of-way. The metals in the particulate 
matter tend not to leach or affect water quality. 

1006-8 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-PU&E-03, FB-Response-AG-04, FB- 
Response-SO-OI. 
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California High-Speed Train Project EIR/EIS 
Fresno to Bakersfield Section 


Vol. V Response to Comments from I ndividuals Last Name D-F 


Submission 1007 (Travis DeCoster, J uly 21, 2012) 


I Fresno - Bakersfield (July 2012+) - RECORD #42 DETAIL 



Status : 

Action Pending 


Record Date : 

7/21/2012 


Response Requested : 

No 


Stakeholder Type : 

CA Resident 


Affiliation Type : 

Individual 


Interest As : 

Individual 


Submission Date : 

7/21/2012 


Submission Method : 

Website 


First Name : 

Travis 


Last Name : 

Professional Title : 
Business/Organization : 
Address : 

DeCoster 


Apt./Suite No. : 

City : 

Tuolumne City 


State : 

CA 


Zip Code : 

Telephone : 

95379 


Email : 

Email Subscription : 

Cell Phone : 

Add to Mailing List: 

basincreek@yahoo.com 

1007-1 | 

Stakeholder 
Comments/Issues : 

Because of the visual prominence of the viaduct heading into Bakersfield 
it should be designed to be a central iconic landmark. 

1007-2 1 


If that is too expensive then maybe a greenfield station south or north of 
town could work. 

1007-3 1 


Some of the viaducts south of Hanford seem odd and perhaps 
unnecessary. 

1007-4 1 


The bypasses of the various towns seem the most logical route as they 
will be cheaper to construct and will impact fewer homes. 


EIR/EIS Comment: 

Yes 


Official Comment Period : 

Yes 
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California High-Speed Train Project EIR/EIS 
Fresno to Bakersfield Section 


Vol. V Response to Comments from I ndividuals Last Name D-F 


Response to Submission 1007 (Travis DeCoster, J uly 21, 2012) 


1007-1 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-AVR-02, FB-Response-AVR-03, FB- 
Response-AVR-04. 

As described in Mitigation Measure AVR-MM#2a: Incorporate Design Criteria for 
Elevated and Station Elements That Can Adapt to Local Context, the Authority will 
establish a consultation and design process with affected cities and counties to advance 
the final design through a collaborative, context-sensitive approach. Participants in the 
consultation process will meet on a regular basis to develop a consensus on the urban 
design elements that are to be incorporated into the final guideway designs. Appropriate 
design treatments for the guideways leading into Bakersfield would be among the key 
topics addressed in that process. The mitigation measure also calls for incorporation of 
architectural elements, decorative textures, and other iconic features into the design of 
guideways and columns in locations such as this one, where adverse impacts have 
been identified. 

1007-2 

An important objective of the HST program is to provide an interface between the HST 
and commercial airports, mass transit, and the highway network. Locating the 
Bakersfield Station on the outskirts of the city would isolate it from Amtrak and the 
existing public transit system. Also, placing the station outside the city would promote 
unplanned growth, which is inconsistent with the Kern County General Plan, the 
Bakersfield General Plan, and the smart growth principles of the San Joaquin Valley 
Blueprint. 

1007-3 

Where the HSR route crosses obstacles such as the BNSF track, the required vertical 
clearance is 24 feet and the structure depth from rail to soffit is typically 13 feet; all HSR- 
over-BNSF crossings will generally require a viaduct. 

Viaducts are also generally required to cross floodplain areas where an embankment 
with flood culverts would be considered an unacceptable constraint to the passage of 
floodwater. 

South of Hanford the viaducts are required for the following reasons: 


1007-3 

• South BNSF Viaduct - Alignment K1: Viaduct required to cross over the BNSF lines. 

• Cross Creek Viaduct - Alignments K1, K2, & K4: Viaduct required to cross over flood 
plain. 

• Cross Creek Viaduct - Alignment K3: Viaduct required to cross floodplain and BNSF 
tracks. 

• Corcoran Viaduct - Alignment Cl: Viaduct required to assist the route in passing 
between BNSF and State Route (SR) 43 corridors and also to clear the many spur 
tracks servicing local facilities to the east of the BNSF corridor. The viaduct also 
crosses the main BNSF route toward its south end. 

• SR 43 BNSF Viaduct - Alignment C2: Viaduct required to carry the route over the SR 
43 and adjacent BNSF route. 

• Boswell Spur Viaduct - Alignment C3: Viaduct required to carry the route over the 
many spur tracks that service facilities to the West of the BNSF corridor. 

• Deer Creek Bridge - Alignments A1 & A2: Viaduct required to carry route over Deer 
Creek, floodplain, and Stoil (BNSF) spur track. 

• Poso Creek Viaduct - Alignment L2: Viaduct required to carry route over floodplain 
and also the BNSF and SR 43 corridors. 

• BNSF Viaduct - Alignment L4: Viaduct required to carry route over the BNSF and SR 
43 corridors. 

• Wasco Viaduct - Alignment WS1: Viaduct required to avoid severance of a number of 
local streets within Wasco, to minimize the footprint of the route within Wasco, and to 
cross the BNSF corridor. 

• Shatter Viaduct - Alignment WS1: Viaduct required to avoid severance of a number of 
local streets within Shatter, to minimize the footprint of the route within Shatter, to pass 
over a number of BNSF spur tracks servicing local facilities to the east of the BNSF 
corridor, and to cross the BNSF corridor itself. 

• Wasco Viaduct - Alignment WS2: Viaduct required to carry route over BNSF corridor, 
BNSF sidings, and the new alignment of 7th Standard Road, which is on a bridge at 
the crossing point. 

• Bakersfield Viaduct - Alignments B1, B2, and B3: Viaduct required to carry route over 
numerous local streets; local through-routes, including the proposed 
Westside/Centennial Parkway and SR 99, facilities associated with the Kern Canal, 
Cross Valley Canal, and Gates Canal, the Kern River floodway, the BNSF goods 
yards; and also to provide a platform for the new Bakersfield Station. 
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California High-Speed Train Project EIR/EIS 
Fresno to Bakersfield Section 


Vol. V Response to Comments from I ndividuals Last Name D-F 


Response to Submission 1007 (Travis DeCoster, J uly 21, 2012) - Continued 


1007-4 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-10. 

The bypass alternatives are proposed to reduce impacts to communities where no 
stations are proposed. Your support for the bypass alternatives is noted. 

The Authority used the information in the Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS and input 
from agencies and the public to identify the Preferred Alternative in this Final EIR/EIS. 
The decision included consideration of the project purpose and need and the project 
objectives presented in Chapter 1, Project Purpose, Need, and Objectives, as well as 
the objectives and criteria in the alternatives analysis and the comparative potential for 
environmental impacts. 
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California High-Speed Train Project EIR/EIS 
Fresno to Bakersfield Section 


Vol. V Response to Comments from I ndividuals Last Name D-F 


Submission 1008 (Bernard "Barney" Deeter, Retired - Caltrans/Private Engr Firm, September 24, 
2012) 


1008-1 

1008-2 


I Fresno - Bakersfield (July 2012+) - RECORD #197 DETAIL 


Status : 

Record Date : 

Response Requested : 
Stakeholder Type : 
Affiliation Type : 

Interest As : 

Submission Date : 
Submission Method : 
First Name : 

Last Name : 
Professional Title : 
Business/Organization : 
Address : 

Apt./Suite No. : 

City : 

State : 

Zip Code : 

Telephone : 

Email : 

Email Subscription : 

Cell Phone : 

Add to Mailing List: 
Stakeholder 
Comments/Issues : 


EIR/EIS Comment: 
Official Comment Period : 


Action Pending 
9/24/2012 

CA Resident 

Individual 

Individual 

9/24/2012 

Website 

Bernard "Barney" 

Deeter 
Civil Engr 

Retired - Caltrans/Private Engr Firm 


Fresno 

CA 

93710 

559-439-4379 
bigbanfan@aol.com 
Fresno - Bakersfield 

Yes 

As a retired Civil Engineer, I have several questions that I hope have 
been addressed in the EIR. 

1. The power source to run at 200 mph - Overhead power lines, 
magnetic or third rail(dangerous)? 

2. Provision for Farmer John to get to his divided property. At grade or 
underpass? I don't believe you would want Farmer John to drag his 
farm equipment across the rail system. 

3. County roads and/or city streets - at grade or underpass? 

Yes 
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California High-Speed Train Project EIR/EIS 
Fresno to Bakersfield Section 


Vol. V Response to Comments from I ndividuals Last Name D-F 


Response to Submission 1008 (Bernard "Barney" Deeter, Retired - Caltrans/Private Engr Firm, 
September 24, 2012) 


1008-1 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-AG-02, FB-Response-AG-03. 

The trains would draw power from an overhead contact system. More details can be 
found in Section 2.2.6 of Volume I of the EIR-EIS. 

1008-2 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-AG-02, FB-Response-AG-03. 

The system will be completely grade-separated. There will be no at-grade road 
crossings. 
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California High-Speed Train Project EIR/EIS 
Fresno to Bakersfield Section 


Vol. V Response to Comments from I ndividuals Last Name D-F 


Submission 1009 (Leonard DeRuiter, October 18, 2012) 



CAUFORNIA 

High-Speed Rati Authority 


Comment Card 
Tarjeta de Commentaries 



CALIFORNIA 

High-Speed Roil Authority 


Comment Card 
Tarjeta de Commentaries 


Fresno to Bakersfield High-Speed Train Section 

Revised Draft Environmental Impact Report/ 
Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Statement 
(Revised Draft EIR/Supplerrvental Draft ElS] 


La Section de Fresno a Bakersfield del Tren de Aka Velocidad 

Ptoyfltto Revisada de Frtfonna de Impacto Ambientoi/ 
Deciamcipn de Impacto Ambiental Proyecto SuplemenHarig 
(Proyecto Revlsacfo EIR/Proyeclo Suplemcntorio ElS] 


Fresno to Bakersfield High-Speed Train Sect fan 

Revised Draft Environmental Impact Report/ 
Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Slaiemeni 
(Revised Draft EIR/Sup pie mental Draft ElS] 


In Section de Fresno a Bakersfield del Tren de Alta Vclacidad 

Proyeclo Revtsodo de Informs de Impacto AmbientoE/ 
Dedariacidn de Impede Ambiental ProyectoSuplementaHo 
[Rroyecto Revisado EIR/Proyecto Suplemenlorio ElS) 


Please submit your completed comment cord ot the Par favor enlregue su tarjeta eompletoda al final de ia 
end of the meeting, or moil to: reunion, o envfftta por correo o la siguienle direccion; 

Fresno to Bakersfield Revised Hr aft tK/Snpf^omirid Bra ft US Comment, 770 i Street, Suite SOQ, Sommeaht, (A 9531 4 

The Extended comment period For Fresno ribaf El P eriodcs comsntario es del 20 do Julio al 20 
2' to BaLersfietd High Speed Train Revised 1 ' cdl >"' ° f de Saptiwnbrs dal 2012. Loa comenJanoa Henan que ser 
Draft tJR/Syp piemen ta I Draft E I S- 2012 - recibidos electron icomenta, o mofosellodos, el a anles 

July Z0 - October 19 del 20 de Sepliembre del 2012. 


Please submit your completed comment cord at the Por favor entregue su lorjela corn pie-ado a I final de la 
end of the meeting!, or mail to: reunion, a envfelo por correo a la siguienle direccion: 

fleam to Bakersfield Revised DraftRR/SappfemetttolDraft FtS Comment 770 t Street Strife BOO, Sacramento, (A 95814 

The Extended comment period for Fresno fiber 20, El periodo de comentorto es del 20 de Julio ol 20 
2C jo Bakersfield High Speed Train Revised Icolty, or de Sepliembre del 2012. Los comenlcnios tienen qye ser 
Draft EiR/Supplemental Draft ElS: X 2012. r-edbidoa elecirdnkomenle, o motaselEados, el a- antes 
July 20 - October 19 del 20 de Sepliembre del 2012. 


Name/Nombre: / ffitAf/jiffl jXC-J- 

Organ izqlion/Orga niza cion: 

Address/Dom id lie: 76 £$_ fitAj Jtvt _ 

Phone Mumber/Numero de Tel^fono^ 


City, State, Zip Code/Ciudad, Estodo, Ccdigo Postal: .. MANfoR}.\ CA 
E-mail Address/Correo Electro nico:_ _ 

(Use additional pages if needjjdflJwr poginos odlcionol« si es newsorio) y 

El-1,17 At /X-tfj ^2%gdMiU43i^e^- 




aoi^/J j rfav?V 4 r - . . . .. - 

Co-u/s/ 

’UOZ'Pf 







Name/Nombre: -L ^ tj)£ 

Organ izotion/Organizacfom_ _ _ 

Address/Domiciliq: /dZ/L ^ _ 

Phone Number/Numero de Telifono;. 


City, State, Zip Code/Gudod, Estodo, Cddtgo Postal: / V ^ O A, _ 

E-mail Address/Carreo Electron ico:____ 

(Use additional pages if ^i es rceceKJPo) 
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California High-Speed Train Project EIR/EIS 
Fresno to Bakersfield Section 


Vol. V Response to Comments from I ndividuals Last Name D-F 


Submission 1009 (Leonard DeRuiter, October 18, 2012) - Continued 






CALIFORNIA 

High-Speed Rail Authority 


Comment Card 
Tarjeta de Commentarios 


Fresno to Bakersfield High-Speed Train Sett ion La Section de Fresno a Bakersfield del Iren de Alla Velotidad 

Revised Draft Environ menial Impact Report/ Proyectg Revijgdade Informs de Impacio Ambiaritol/ 
Supplemental; Draft Environmental Impact Statement Declaration de Impaclo Ambiento! Prgpeclg Seplemenlgrig 
(Revised Draft EIR/Suppfemental Draft EIS) (fYoystto ftevisado ElR/hroyeeio Suplementorio El 5] 


PJenae sub mil yigyr completed comment card at the Per favor entregue su lar]eta completedo al final de la 
end of the meeting, or mail lo: reunion, o anwela por corree o lo siguiente direccion 

Fresno to Bakersfield Revised Draft EIR/Supplemental Draft EiS Comment, 770 1 Street Suite $00, Satramenta, (A Q5&14 

Tl Extended comment period for Fresno lem,ber 20 ' £l P 6 ™** 0 de ™entario « del 20 da Julio al 20 

to Bakersfield High Speed Train Revised 0fl ' col[ V' de ^piiembre cfeJ 2012- Los ccmentorios tienen qua sar 
Draft EiR/Supplemental Draft EIS ' 20j 2012 fecib! ' dos e!ectr6ni«mente, o motesollodcs, el o a ores 

inly 20 - October 19 del 20 de Sombre del 2012, 

Name/Nombre: ././z/j/y/!' ff/ ) U < > C/jT _ _ 

Orgp nijgtion/Organiiacibn; 


Add ress/Domic iliac 

Phone Number/Ntimero de Telefono:_ 


City, Stele, Zip Codo/Ciudod, Eslado, CAdigo Fostel: / Jf/ c / 


E-mail Address/Comeo Eleelr6nico: __._—___ 

(Use gddliicnol pages if needed/Usor paginas cbiciorcles si es necesoricl 


_ £< 7'-' ^ - 
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California High-Speed Train Project EIR/EIS 
Fresno to Bakersfield Section 


Vol. V Response to Comments from I ndividuals Last Name D-F 


Response to Submission 1009 (Leonard DeRuiter, October 18, 2012) 


1009-1 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-04, FB-Response-SO-OI, FB- 
Response-AG-01. 

The land acquisition process will take place before construction. It is during this phase 
that the Authority’s right-of-way agent will work with individual landowners to mitigate 
impacts from both construction and operation of the FIST. The Authority is working to 
begin the right-of-way process as soon as possible so as to decrease impacts on 
farmers. 

1009-2 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-AG-04. 

Project construction will take place over an 8-year period.lt is expected that adequate 
resources are available to reconstruct new wells required because of the project over 
the construction period. For example, the California Groundwater Association alone lists 
108 water well drilling contractors from the Central Valley who are members of the 
association (see http://www.groundh2o.org/services/index.html). In a 1997 economic 
census, the U.S. Census Bureau identified 266 companies in the United States that 
manufactured concrete pipe, of which 21 with 20 employees or more are located in 
California (U.S. Census Bureau. 1997 Concrete Pipe Manufacturing 1997 Economic 
Census. EC97M-3273D). This comment provides no substantive evidence that there 
would be an economic impact caused by limitations in resources to construct new wells. 

1009-3 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-AQ-03. 
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California High-Speed Train Project EIR/EIS 
Fresno to Bakersfield Section 


Vol. V Response to Comments from I ndividuals Last Name D-F 


Submission 1010 (William Descary, October 19, 2012) 


604 Plover CL 
Bakersfield, CA 93309 
October 18,2012 


r\rp - 


H 


ossa 

OS5E|eqI 


CJEKTMEDMAlt. 


Fresco to Bakersfield RDEIR/SDEIS 
October 18,2012 
Page 2 


Fresno to Bakersfield Revised Draft EIR/ 
Supplement Draft EJS Comment 
770 L Street, Suite &00 
Sdcramento, CA 95814 


RE: Fresno to Bakersfield RDF-IR/SDEIS Comments 


1010-1 

1, 

2. 

1010-21 

1 3. 

1010-31 

1 

1010-4 

5. 

1010-5 

1 

1010-6 

7. 

1010-7 

8. 


Lob of commercial and residential properties taken for right of way will result in 
a loss of property tax revenue. No mitigation or alternatives are presented. 
Properties adjacent to the rail line will be devalued because of noise, vibration, 
and visual aesthetics and result in lost property tax revenue. Mitigation for 
devalued property owners and governmental agencies needs to be presented. 
Historic 100 year old Bakersfield High School will suffer the loss of at least one 
building under at least one of the alternate alignments. There is no available 
space on campus to construct a replacement building. 

There are numerous safety implications with a high speed train operating close to 
the Bakersfield High School campus. 

Only one complete 3 volume sel of the RDEIR/SDEIS is available at the 
Bakersfield Beale Library for the City’s 351,400 residents which occupy 
approximately ! 12.000 households. 

In reviewing the maps in Vol. 3, "potential sound harriers" are indicated on many 
pages. This creates questions of how the costs for these "potential” structures are 
assigned. 

On a larger scale, when three alternate routes through Bakersfield and other route 
alternatives north of Bakersfield are being considered credibility issues for cost 
estimates occur. How can projected costs be reliable given sll these variables and 
only 15-30% of the engineering completed’? 

The problem of the- fungal infection coccidioidmycosis (Valley Fever) is well 
known in the Central Valley, The disruption in soil caused by the extensive 
construction will result in an increase in Valley Fever cases to construction 
workers and residents. The complications of this infection up to and including 
death are serious and costly to treat. The costs will fall on the State through 
payment of worker compensation claims and on the public for the uninsured. 
Mitigation of this situation needs to be provided through a fund to cover these 
health care costs. 


1010-8 


1010-9 


9. The report references noise barriers and “potential noise barriers." There appears 
to be no description of what this noise will be. In order for Bakersfield residents 
to experience noise generated by HSR at various speeds, it would seem 
appropriate to create the sound through a demonstration chamber so 
residents will know exactly what the sound barriers are supposed to mitigate. 

10. All three alternate routes through Bakersfield impact Use mullimiIIion dollar 
Westside Parkway currently under construction. The RDEIR indicates an 
elevated track over the Parkway which raises safety concerns. Additionally, such 
an elevated structure wj |] forever change the skyline of Bakersfield- This presents 
a situation that cannot be mitigated. Whaf s (he answer? Will the Parkway have 
to be re-engineered to accommodate HSR? 


1010-10 


11. In summary. Section 3.18 (Regional Growth) and 3.19 (Cumulative Impacts) 
reflect population manipulation or social engineering which is outside the 
parameters of developing an efficient, cost effective, affordable transportation 
system. The entire high-speed rati (HSR) now referred to as high-speed train 
(HST) needs (o be stopped and be re-evaluated to reflect updated demographic 
data and ridership. If the goal is to relieve traffic ai LAX and San Francisco 
airports and provide an alternative for Bay to Basin travel at competitive costs, 
alternative routes need to be carefully studied (hat do not require costly and 
unsightly elevated track. There is a ’’rush to construct" mentality driving (he 
project that will prove to be devastating and irreversible to valley communities 
and agriculture- 


William C, Descary 
(661) 834-3507 
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Fresno to Bakersfield Section 


Vol. V Response to Comments from I ndividuals Last Name D-F 


Submission 1010 (William Descary, October 19, 2012) - Continued 
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California High-Speed Train Project EIR/EIS 
Fresno to Bakersfield Section 


Vol. V Response to Comments from I ndividuals Last Name D-F 


Response to Submission 1010 (William Descary, October 19, 2012) 


1010-1 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-SO-02, FB-Response-SO-05. 

For information on the FIST operation-related property and sales tax revenue effects see 
EIR/EIS Volume I Section 3.12 Impact SO#3, Impact SO#4, and Impact SO #12. 

1010-2 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-CUL-01. 

In February 2012, the California State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO) concurred 
with the evaluation of Bakersfield High School presented in the technical documents 
prepared for the Draft EIR/EIS (SHPO 2012). Details of the findings are available in the 
Historic Architectural Survey Report (HASR) and the Historic Property Survey Report 
(HPSR) (Authority and FRA 2011b, 2011c). The SHPO concurred that Harvey 
Auditorium is individually eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic Places 
(NRHP) and that none of the other buildings or structures on the Bakersfield High 
School campus qualify for inclusion in the NRHP, either individually, or as a cohesive 
grouping, as required for historic districts. Harvey Auditorium is also eligible for listing in 
the California Register of Historical Resources (CRHR) and is considered a historical 
resource for the purposes of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). None of 
the other buildings on the high school campus are considered historical resources under 
CEQA. 

1010-3 

An analysis of safety of Bakersfield High School is provided in Section 3.11 of the 
EIR/EIS. 

1010-4 

The Draft EIR/EIS and the Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS were made available at 
dozens of community centers, libraries, and other locations throughout the project 
footprint to encourage public review and comment. A complete listing of locations is 
available online at the Authority's website. 


1010-5 

The cost of sound barriers are included in the mitigation costs of the project provided in 
Chapter 5 of the EIR/EIS. 

1010-6 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-17. 

The term "15% design" is an engineering term of art that refers to the level of 
engineering prepared on HST project elements for the EIR/EIS. The 15% design 
generates detailed information, like the horizontal and vertical locations of track, cross 
sections of the infrastructure with measurements, precise station footprints with site 
configurations, and temporary construction staging sites and facilities. The 15% design 
also yields a "project footprint" overlaid on parcel maps, which shows the outside 
envelope of all disturbance, including both permanent infrastructure and temporary 
construction activity. 

Chapter 5, Project Costs and Operations, of the EIR/EIS provides information about and 
a breakdown of project costs by alternative. 

1010-7 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-AQ-01. 

Although valley fever fungi are commonly found in the soil in the Central Valley and 
can be stirred into the air by anything that disrupts the soil, the potential for the 
operational HST to generate dust through induced air flow is low. Therefore, the impacts 
from valley fever during operations will be less than significant. In addition, the dust 
minimization measures listed in Section 3.3.8 of the Final EIR/EIS will further reduce 
fugitive dust emissions to a less-than-significant impact. Valley fever spores would be 
released when the soil is disturbed; however, due to the minimization measures, fugitive 
dust disturbance during construction will be minimal. Therefore, impacts from valley 
fever spores would be less than significant. 

Because the dust disturbance would be minimal with proposed mitigation measures, 
current hospital and health care centers would not be burdened with an increase in 
valley fever patients. 
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California High-Speed Train Project EIR/EIS 
Fresno to Bakersfield Section 


Vol. V Response to Comments from I ndividuals Last Name D-F 


Response to Submission 1010 (William Descary, October 19, 2012) - Continued 


1010-8 

The potential noise impact has been assessed at sensitive receivers, and these areas 
are identified in Section 3.4.7, Environmental Consequences, of the Revised 
DEIR/Supplemental DEIS and shown in Figures 3.4-9 through 3.4-13. The locations of 
potential barriers are illustrated on Figures 3.4-15 through 3.4-19. Refer to Section 3.4.6 
for a complete listing of noise impact mitigation measures that would reduce noise 
impacts below a “severe” level. The Proposed California Fligh-Speed Train Project Noise 
and Vibration Mitigation Guidelines developed by the Authority (see Appendix 3.4-A of 
the Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS) were used to determine whether mitigation 
would be proposed for these areas of potential impact. The Guidelines require 
consideration of feasible and effective mitigation for severe noise impacts (impacts 
where a significant percentage of people would be highly annoyed by the HST project’s 
noise). 

The Authority will refine mitigation for homes with residual severe noise impacts (i.e., 
severe impacts that remain notwithstanding noise barriers) and address them on a case- 
by-case basis during final design of the Preferred Alternative. In addition to the potential 
use of noise barriers, other forms of noise mitigation may include improvements to the 
home itself that will reduce the levels by at least 5 dBA, such as adding acoustically 
treated windows, extra insulation, and mechanical ventilation as detailed in Section 
3.4.6, Project. 

The Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS proposes noise barriers in areas of severe noise 
impacts resulting from the project, where the barriers meet the cost-effectiveness 
criteria. To meet the cost-effectiveness criteria, barriers must mitigate noise for more 
than 10 sensitive receivers, be not less than 800 feet in length, be less than 14 feet in 
height, and cost below $45,000 per benefited receiver. A receiver that receives at least 
5-dBA noise reduction due to the barrier is considered a benefited receiver. 

Mitigation Measure N&V-MM#3 provides that sound barriers may be installed to reduce 
noise to acceptable levels at adjoining properties. These may include walls, berms, or a 
combination of walls and berms. The specific type of barrier will be selected during final 
design, and before operations begin. In addition, Mitigation Measure N&V-MM#3 
provides that prior to operation, the Authority will work with communities regarding the 


1010-8 

height and design of sound barriers, using jointly developed performance criteria, when 
the vertical and horizontal location have been finalized as part of the final design of the 
project. Mitigation Measure VQ-MM#6 requires the provision of a range of options to 
reduce the visual impact of the sound barriers. 

Figure 3.4-1 in Section 3.4, Noise and Vibration, of the Revised DEIR/Supplemental 
DEIS shows typical noise levels of the high-speed train traveling at various speeds and 
provides corresponding examples of other types of noise generating equipment that 
generate similar noise levels. 

1010-9 

The Authority and the City of Bakersfield Department of Public Works have reviewed the 
plans for the HST project alternatives relative to the Westside Parkway, and both the 
Authority and the City have determined that none of the HST alternatives would impact 
the construction of the Westside Parkway. 

As discussed in Section 3.11, Safety and Security, of the EIR/EIS, a basic design 
feature of an HST system is to contain trainsets within the operational corridor (FRA 
1993). Strategies to ensure containment include operation and maintenance plan 
elements that would ensure high-quality tracks and vehicle maintenance to reduce the 
risk of derailment. Also, physical elements, such as containment parapets, check rails, 
guard rails, and derailment walls, would be used in specific areas with a high risk of or 
high impact from derailment (e.g., where the elevated HST viaduct crosses the Westside 
Parkway). Therefore, the risk of accidents involving the HST and motorists on the 
Westside Parkway is judged to be low, as is the risk of vehicle accidents between 
roadways crossing over each other, which is common on the freeways of California. 

The visual impacts of the HST viaduct are discussed in Section 3.16.5 of the EIR/EIS. 

Between Coffee Road and their crossings over the Kern River east of the Mohawk 
Street Bridge, the HST alignments and Westside Parkway would broadly parallel each 
other, the HST crossing over the Parkway at three (BNSF Alternative) or four 
(Bakersfield South and Bakersfield Hybrid alternatives) locations. From an aesthetic 
perspective, these crossings are not expected to result in any substantial adverse 
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California High-Speed Train Project EIR/EIS 
Fresno to Bakersfield Section 


Vol. V Response to Comments from I ndividuals Last Name D-F 


Response to Submission 1010 (William Descary, October 19, 2012) - Continued 


1010-9 

impacts. These crossings would resemble instances of freeways passing over roadways 
on elevated structures, a common occurrence in Bakersfield and elsewhere. Most of 
these crossings would take place in the area south of the Shell Refinery in an area of 
extremely poor existing visual quality. At both river crossings, the HST alignments would 
not pass over the proposed Parkway bridges over the Kern River; rather, in each case 
they would cross on the landward side of the bridge structures. Thus, no direct physical 
or aesthetic conflict would be expected between the structures. 

The effects of the elevated structures on the Bakersfield landscape are described in 
detail and represented with simulations in Section 3.16, Aesthetics and Visual 
Resources, of the Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS. An extensive set of mitigation and 
design measures are proposed for these structures, to be developed in detail in 
coordination with the City of Bakersfield (refer to Section 3.16.7.2 of the Revised 
DEIR/Supplemental DEIS). 

1010-10 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-04, FB-Response-GENERAL-05, 
FB-Response-GENERAL-10, FB-Response-GENERAL-02. 

No aspect of the project would manipulate population or undertake social engineering. 
When it is in operation, the project would provide a new alternative mode for travel 
between the San Francisco Bay Area and the Los Angeles Basin. 

As described in Section 2.2.4.4 of the EIR/EIS, elevated profiles are used in urban areas 
where extensive road networks must be maintained and to cross water bodies. Because 
HST operation requires grade-separated track, an at-grade system in urban areas would 
eliminate road crossings. The elevated approach avoids substantial disruptions of 
existing roads and traffic patterns. 
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Vol. V Response to Comments from I ndividuals Last Name D-F 


Submission 1011 (Sandra Descary, October 19, 2012) 


1011-1 

1011 - 2 | 
1011 - 31 

1011-41 
1011-5| 

1011-61 

1011-7 

1011-8 

1011-9 


604 Plover Cl 
B akersfield, CA 93309 
October 18.2012 


Fresno to Bakersfield Revised Draft EIR/ 

Supplemental Draft EIS Comment 
770 L Street, Suite 800 
Sacramento, CA 95814 

The following are my comments regarding the Fresno to Bakersfield Revised Draft EIR/ 
Supplemental Draft EIS: 

1. All three proposed routes through Bakersfield will require the acquisition of 
developed land (public and private) which will dramatically increase costs. The 
route should be on the perimeter of the City to the south and west to decrease land 
acquisition costs and lessen destruction of infrastructure, 

2. Proposed routes will divide the City arid have an adverse impact on the 
cohesiveness of the City. 

3. A number of recently completed redevelopment projects which have enhanced 
previously blighted ureas will be subject to land acquisition and have collateral 
negative impact on these recently enhanced areas. 

4. Prime farm land will be destroyed forever. 

5. Some farms will even be divided which will significantly add to their operational 
costs and adversely impact air quality with much more travel to work the farm, 

6. Wetlands that are part of the Kem Wildlife Refuge will be destroyed and disrupt 
migrating birds. 

7. Numerous property owners have not been individually notified of the potential 
loss of their properly based on identified HSR. routes through Bakersfield. For 
example, some property owners west of Calloway and north of Brimhall have 
failed to be noti fied. 

8. Although the consultant list indicates a number of civil engineers, only two are 
indicated as holding the P E, (Professional Engineer) license designation. I am 
concerned that the authority is relying on unlicensed civil engineers for this 
project 

9. Ariel maps showing proposed routes do not title or identify prominent structures 
such as Bakersfield High School, City Equipment and Maintenance Yard, City 
Hath County Office Building, RaboBank Arena Convention Center, and Beale 
Library for easy reference so it is difficult to understand the proximity of the 
proposed routes to these structures. These arc additional i mpacted areas without 
mitigation being addressed. 
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California High-Speed Train Project EIR/EIS 
Fresno to Bakersfield Section 


Vol. V Response to Comments from I ndividuals Last Name D-F 


Response to Submission 1011 (Sandra Descary, October 19, 2012) 


1011-1 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-02. 

1011-2 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-05, FB-Response-SO-04, FB- 
Response-SO-06. 

For information on the potential for disruption and division in Bakersfield see EIR/EIS 
Volume I Section 3.12.8 Impact SO#6. Also see Impact SO#9 and Impact SO#10 for 
displacement estimates in Bakersfield. Mitigation Measure SO-2 and SO-3 (described in 
Section 3.12.11) propose mitigations for identified effects in Bakersfield communities. 

1011-3 

The comment is referring to redevelopment projects in the City of Bakersfield. The City 
of Bakersfield has adopted redevelopment plans for the FIST station area in Bakersfield. 
As stated in Section 3.13.5.3, the urban station in Bakersfield would encourage higher- 
intensity development in the surrounding areas, including desired residential and 
commercial infill development, by providing an economic driver for such development. 
Two development projects are located within the Bakersfield Station study area: the Mill 
Creek Linear Park Plan and the Old Town Kern-Pioneer Redevelopment Project, which 
are both mixed-use residential and commercial projects. HST station development 
would not affect planned development in Bakersfield because those developments are 
planned for the station study area edges, and include higher-density residential uses 
that would be compatible with transit-oriented development (TOD) around stations. 

The indirect effect of the station is consistent with existing urban development and 
expectations for the types of uses that can be supported in an urban environment. This 
would also be consistent with the city’s plans and policies encouraging downtown 
revitalization. Therefore, the indirect land use effects of these two stations would have 
negligible intensity under NEPA, and be less than significant under CEQA. The 
Bakersfield station could potentially increase land use densities and TOD in downtown 
Bakersfield, which would be consistent with local plans and policies. 


1011-4 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-04. 

The Authority recognizes that the loss of farmland cannot be fully mitigated, and as such 
has been classified as a significant and unavoidable impact. See Impact AG #4 for 
information on the permanent conversion of agricultural land, and see Mitigation 
Measure AG #1 in Section 3.14 for measures to reduce the impact on prime farmland 
through the funding of permanent conservation easement acquisitions through the 
California Farmland Conservancy Program. 

1011-5 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-AG-02, FB-Response-AG-03. 

The air quality analysis prepared for the HST project includes consideration of changes 
in traffic patterns expected to result from the project (see Section 3.3.4.1, on Air Quality 
and Global Climate Change, and the Fresno to Bakersfield Section: Air Quality 
Technical Report [Authority and FRA 2012a]). 

1011-6 

The Kern National Wildlife Refuge (NWR) is located 9.8 miles west of the HST 
alternatives (i.e., the Allensworth Bypass Alternative). The HST alternatives do not 
overlap this NWR (see Figure 3.7-1 c of the Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS), and the 
construction and operation of the HST alternatives would not result in direct or indirect 
impacts on Kern NWR or associated migratory birds. Impacts on birds protected under 
the Migratory Bird Treaty Act are discussed in Section 3.7, Biological Resources and 
Wetlands. 

1011-7 

The public outreach process for the Fresno to Bakersfield Section of the HST System 
has been extensive; this process has included hundreds of public meetings and 
briefings where public comments have been received, participation in community events 
where participation has been solicited, and development and distribution of educational 
materials to encourage feedback. These efforts are cited in Chapter 7 of the Revised 
DEIR/Supplemental DEIS. Public notification regarding the draft environmental 
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Fresno to Bakersfield Section 


Vol. V Response to Comments from I ndividuals Last Name D-F 


Response to Submission 1011 (Sandra Descary, October 19, 2012) - Continued 


1011-7 

documents took place in the following ways: A notification letter, informational brochure, 
and NOA were prepared in English and Spanish and sent to landowners and tenants 
within 300 feet of all alignment alternatives. The letters notified landowners and tenants 
that their property may be necessary for construction (within the project construction 
footprint) of one or more of the alignment alternatives or project components being 
evaluated. Anyone who has requested to be notified or is in our stakeholder database 
was sent notification materials in English and Spanish. An e-mail communication of the 
notification materials was distributed to the entire stakeholder database. Public notices 
were placed in English- and Spanish-language newspapers. Posters in English and 
Spanish were posted along the project right-of-way. 

1011-8 

Engineering design of the HST System is being undertaken by licensed engineers. 

Preparation of the EIR/EIS does not require engineering design expertise, but rather a 
range of expertise in the analysis of environmental impacts. A number of Professional 
Engineers participated in the preparation of the Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS. 
Section 9.2 of the EIR/EIS has been revised to identify these individuals. 

1011-9 

Route maps included in the Final EIR/EIS provide street names and label certain 
prominent structures, where feasible, to assist in identification and understanding of 
location and proximity. For example, Figure 2-42, Bakersfield Station-North Alternative, 
specifically identifies the Kern County Building, Rabobank Arena, the Marriott Hotel, 
Beale Memorial Library, the sites of the Chelsea and Mill Creek developments, and 
other landmarks in Downtown Bakersfield. For those interested in the specific parcels 
that would be affected by the HST project, Appendix 3.1-A depicts all parcels within the 
HST footprint and identifies them by Assessor Parcel Number. 
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Fresno to Bakersfield Section 


Vol. V Response to Comments from I ndividuals Last Name D-F 


Submission 1012 (Terrell DeVaney, October 16, 2012) 


1 Fresno - Bakersfield (July 2012+) - RECORD #297 DETAIL I 

Status : 

Unread 

Record Date : 

Response Requested : 

10/17/2012 

Stakeholder Type : 

CA Resident 

Affiliation Type : 

Individual 

Attorney or Law Firm? : 

No 

Interest As : 

Individual 

Submission Date : 

10/17/2012 

Submission Method : 

Project Email 

First Name : 

Terrell 

Last Name : 

Professional Title : 

County : 

Business/Organization : 

DeVaney 

Address : 

Apt./Suite No. : 

1321 Whitley 

City : 

Corcoran 

State : 

CA 

Zip Code : 

93212 

Telephone : 

559-992-5107 

Email : 

Email Subscription : 

Cell Phone : 

Fax : 

calecon@lightspeed.net 

Comment Type : 

Add to Mailing List: 

Issue (concern, suggestion, complaint) 


Stakeholder Dear High Speed Rail, 

Comments/Issues : 


1012-1 


When I voted for high speed rail, my vote was cast for an electric train, 
within a certain budget. 

I voted for high speed rail because I thought it would be built where we 
need it most- 

between Bakersfield and LA. There is no train route available, there is 
only 

AMTRAK bus service. 

This is the primary connection that needs to be made to connect 
southern 

California with northern California. 


Now you choose to start the project in the middle of the fertile productive 
valley, connecting towns with 

small populations, taking their land from them, disrupting lives, and 
damaging the environment for a project that is doomed to fail. 


The young people in Corcoran as well as the elderly will no longer be 
able 

to travel to and 

from our town on Amtrak as our train station will be eliminated. We 
travel 

on rail everyday from Corcoran 

to go to the grocery store, the doctors, restaurants, and many students 
use 

it to commute to college. 

Our station is a connection for other transportation services that is used 
everyday by the young, elderly and disabled. 

The station is also utilized as a cool center during the hot summer days 
and 

is utilized to display historic Corcoran artifacts. 


The route through town will devastate our main entrance to our town and 
will 

devastate our already 
damaged economy. 


1012-4 \ The air quality will be compromised. The natural habitat for wildlife will 

1012-5 be compromised. 

^ 12 ‘® The farmers land will be compromised. 
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California High-Speed Train Project EIR/EIS 
Fresno to Bakersfield Section 


Vol. V Response to Comments from I ndividuals Last Name D-F 


Submission 1012 (Terrell DeVaney, October 16, 2012) - Continued 


The central California valley is a key producer of many products 
including 

but not limited to dairy, beef, pork, tomatoes, cotton, wheat, corn, 

safflower, pistachios, almonds and walnuts. Cutting through their 
property 

will severely affect their farms and dairies, destroying valuable farmland 

disrupting operations, destroying irrigation systems and destroying 
processing plants. 


Your budget is understated and not realistic! How will California be able 
to afford this mistake? 


Please reconsider building this stretch of high speed rail in our fertile 
valley and put it where it needs to be- connecting Bakersfield with Los 
Angeles, 

connecting San Diego with LA, or connecting Sacramento with Tracy. 


Sincerely, 


Terrell DeVaney 


Terrell DeVaney, Lie # 01085342 
Cal-Econ Realty, Lie # 01057619 
1321 Whitley 
Corcoran, CA 93212 
559-992-5107 Cell 559-799-9589 


Subscription 


Request/Response : 


EIR/EIS Comment: 

Yes 

General Viewpoint on 

Mixed 

Project: 


Official Comment Period : 

Yes 
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California High-Speed Train Project EIR/EIS 
Fresno to Bakersfield Section 


Vol. V Response to Comments from I ndividuals Last Name D-F 


Response to Submission 1012 (Terrell DeVaney, October 16, 2012) 


1012-1 1012-7 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-13, FB-Response-GENERAL-12. Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-17. 

Environmental analysis of subsequent sections of the FIST System that are planned to 1012-8 

connect Bakersfield to Los Angeles is currently underway. The Central Valley sections Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-02. 

of the HST System are an integral portion of the statewide system connecting San 
Francisco and the Bay Area to Los Angeles and Anaheim. 

1012-2 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-12. 

1012-3 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-05, FB-Response-GENERAL-10. 

For information on the impacts to communities where no station will exist and for specific 
information on the potential for physical deterioration see EIR/EIS Volume I Section 3.12 
Impact SO #16. Also see Mitigation Measure SO-5. 

1012-4 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-AQ-02. 

1012-5 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-14. 

As described in Section 3.7, Biological Resources and Wetlands, of the Revised 
DEIR/Supplemental DEIS, the proposed project would impact wildlife species and their 
habitat. However, these impacts will be mitigated, minimized, and/or avoided through 
the implementation of mitigation measures, as described in Section 3.7.7. 

1012-6 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-04, FB-Response-SO-01, FB- 
Response-AG-01, FB-Response-AG-02, FB-Response-AG-03, FB-Response-AG-04. 
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California High-Speed Train Project EIR/EIS 
Fresno to Bakersfield Section 


Vol. V Response to Comments from I ndividuals Last Name D-F 


Submission 1013 (Doug DeVaney, J. G. Boswell Company, October 19, 2012) 


I Fresno - Bakersfield (July 2012+) - RECORD #383 DETAIL 


Status : 

Action Pending 

Record Date : 

10/19/2012 

Response Requested : 

No 

Stakeholder Type : 

CA Resident 

Affiliation Type : 

Individual 

Interest As : 

Individual 

Submission Date : 

10/19/2012 

Submission Method : 

Project Email 

First Name : 

Doug 

Last Name : 

DeVaney 

Professional Title : 


Business/Organization : 

J. G. Boswell Company 

Address : 


Apt./Suite No. : 


City : 

Corcoran 

State : 

CA 

Zip Code : 

93212 

Telephone : 


Email : 

ddevaney@jgboswell.com 

Email Subscription : 


Cell Phone : 


Add to Mailing List: 



1013-1 


Stakeholder 
Comments/Issues : 


1013-2 


As a lifelong resident of the community of Corcoran, I feel as though my 
concerns as a resident are not being fully considered in the decision to 
construct a High Speed Rail system through the valley; for the entire 
State for that matter. Many 'town hall' meetings have yielded a strong 
opinion from our community as well as other small communities in the 
San 

Joaquin Valley against this H.S.R. boondoggle. The proposed project is 
significantly different now than what was presented as a voter 
initiative. It is easy to come away with a sense of being trod upon by 
the overbearing interests of government officials. This entire project 
wreaks of a "Bait and Switch" tactic forced upon the citizens of 
California. It is shortsighted and woefully short of accomplishing 
anything positive for the State of California, all at the significant 
cost and detriment to small communities like Corcoran in the San 
Joaquin 

Valley. I join other citizens against our continued opposition and 
fight against High Speed Rail in the Valley and throughout the State. 
Please give the citizens of small communities consideration when 
making 

these decisions as our safety, health, and quality of life is greatly 
impacted by the final outcome. Again, the City of Corcoran and it's 
citizen's overwhelmingly opposes the High Speed Rail project! 


Respectfully, 


Doug DeVaney 

EIR/EIS Comment : Yes 

Official Comment Period : Yes 
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California High-Speed Train Project EIR/EIS 
Fresno to Bakersfield Section 


Vol. V Response to Comments from I ndividuals Last Name D-F 


Response to Submission 1013 (Doug DeVaney, J. G. Boswell Company, October 19, 2012) 


1013-1 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-16. 

The Authority has solicited public involvement and modified the project as a result of 
public feedback. These modifications include the introduction of the Hanford West 
Bypass 1 and 2 Alternatives and the Bakersfield Hybrid Alternative. 

1013-2 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-14, FB-Response-GENERAL-17. 

The Authority used the information in the Final EIR/EIS and input from the agencies and 
public to identify the Preferred Alternative. The decision included consideration of the 
project purpose, need, and objectives, as presented in Chapter 1, Project Purpose, 
Need, and Objectives; the objectives and criteria in the alternatives analysis; and the 
comparative potential for environmental impacts. The Preferred Alternative balances the 
least overall impact on the environment and local communities, cost, and the 
constructability constraints of the project alternatives evaluated. The Preferred 
Alternative is identified and discussed in the Final EIR/EIS. 
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California High-Speed Train Project EIR/EIS 
Fresno to Bakersfield Section 


Vol. V Response to Comments from I ndividuals Last Name D-F 


Submission 1014 (Ursula Doan, October 18, 2012) 


W. 


CALIFORNIA Comment Card 

High-Speed Rail Authority Tarjeta de Commentarios 


Fresno to Bakersf ield High-Speed Train Section Ln Section dc Fresno a Bakersfield del Iron de AHc Velwidod 

Revised Draft Environ menial Impact Report/ Proyecio Revistwfo de InForme de Irrrpacio Ambierctal/ 
Supplemenlal Draft Environmental impact Statement Declaration de Im pacta Ambiental Proyflcto Suplemenlario 
(Revised Draft EIR/Supplemental Draft E(S) (Proyecto ftevisado EIR/Proyedo Suplementario ElS] 


Ploase submit your completed comment card at the Par favoi enUegue su tdrjeto completado al final do la 
end of the meeting, or moil to: reunion, o enviela porcorreoo la siguiente direccibn: 

Fresno to Bakersfield Revised Draft £!R : Supplemental Draft £IS Comment, 770 L Street, Suite 500, Sacramento, CA 95314 

Th Extended comment period far Fresno J ^ er ^ * Exlendido el periodo de comerHario Q ' 

■ t0 8ik®fsfield High Speed Train Revised )n,ca ^ j 01 c publico del Proyecio ftevisatta tienen que ser 

Oroft ftR/Supplemental Qraft ElS; 20,2012, r EiFt/ProyeeioSuplementariaEIS ^s, et o antes 

July 20 -October 19 c Julio 30-Octubre 1$ 


Name/Nombre: 1 / JtlZ -£ U H 


Orga ni zation/Organ izacidn: 


1014-1 


Add ress/Domicil io: .3J fi.Zh __Qffi. fi t- tPl (/ & _ i-? Jv fti'-i _ C* f T~ _ 

Phone Muimber/fstumarci- de Teibfonci S3 h <133^2 1 _;_ 

Cil* State, Zip Cods/Gudad, Estado, CAd.go Pnstal- ^ £&£& AVt/V , Cf^ _ 

E-mail Address/Correo Electronics____ 

[Use additional pages if needed/Usar paginas odlciono'es si ha nocttbrio) 

Local*. .< * f\-f j G t N ^ . . . 

f-f a U t ~Jho~ >.'? c df c T P lAsZfPbt ^ rc, /*/ 

LbU rtts^r Tre nt jn a r^rio/V 1 rtftet- r t/?k i'nc ( 

Th? T**fN Rt r(ftE _ i_'H__C&J£C0 ri Tfl 

CrO - 1^0 J8L. irfitj-ftN Cf - TO _ H& _ f t't'-J Cft' _ 

_ NJfTft W .-r h CGhtHUCTii&NC _ Qn _ 

_ Afrw S cP _ £ rc. _ 

. _2 &o**'r + trtNk So 1 _ 
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California High-Speed Train Project EIR/EIS 
Fresno to Bakersfield Section 


Vol. V Response to Comments from I ndividuals Last Name D-F 


Response to Submission 1014 (Ursula Doan, October 18, 2012) 


1014-1 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-12. 
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California High-Speed Train Project EIR/EIS 
Fresno to Bakersfield Section 


Vol. V Response to Comments from I ndividuals Last Name D-F 


Submission 1015 (Millard F. Downing, October 18, 2012) 


CALIFORNIA 

High-Speed Rail Authority 


Commeni Card 
Tarjeta de Commentarios 


Fresno to Bakersfield High-Speed Train Section La Section de Fresno a Bakersfield del TVen de AHa Vc Iadded 

Revised Draft Environ menial Impact Report/ ProyecEo Revisudo de Informe de Impacts Ambientol/ 
Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Statement Decfaracibn de Impacto Ambiental PkoyeciQ Supiementario 
(Revised Draft EIR/Supplemental Draft EIS) (froyecro Revisado EIR/Pfoyecio SupFemeatario El 5) 

Pleaso submil your complalcdl comment card at the Par fever enlnegue su la^eta completqda □! final de b 
end of the meeting, or maii !o; reunion, o enviela por correo a la siguiente direction 

Fresno to Bakers fiefd Revised Draft £SR 'Supplemental Draft f!S fojnnteitf, 7701 Street, Svite 800, Satramcrtto, (A 9SSt4 

The comment period is from July 20 to September 20, El psriocb de cwnenlario es del 20 de Julio ol 20 
2012. Comments must be received electronically, or de Septiembre del 2012. Los. comenlarios lienen que see 
postmarked, on or before September 20, 201 2, redbidos ebetroriicamente, o matosaf lodes., d o antes 

del 20 de Septiembre del 2012. 

Name/Nombrej _ _ / _yC ifiJC* ___ 

OrganizcrtioiVOrganiioci^n: _ /l __ _ _ 

Add ress/DomiciIro: f & fid* r-j ?t " d t - -£2-5l^L 

Phone Num ber/Num#ro de Telefonou- 


*5if? SV'Y 

City, Slate, Zip Code/Ciud-ad, Estado, Cbdigo Postalr.^ ,_ /?.a _ <3 .? £ 

E-mail Address/Carrea Electrdnico:_ Afy y r U^x.-, / . _ 

s si *s neceroriol 


(Use oddilior.ol pages ir needed/Usar pug inns adidoroles s 


* 77u t ca-tifiLri.- 1 4n> 

n^ f i\tr.*£ r :-vi^ 4 —A h* 6 — 


f fi* 3 tu, , 

-phTc-eJ. 


dk^ rgr^-Vorrt- -L 


r V lufi-n j 




_ f Lt/3- D&LfL-j J)B(S cL^^a i^^rt t*d(Aj\£-*'r-4 

-fc the #<uC^ L ^IL ! j^h^rjUA ..^L - dlx. ^ 7> /v^V 


^r<t 

c a&t: 


-k r ±L 


._ A- dk*- fif /u<* QAj- 

t&stx+i —^irP^? . 


li&C$ 


/-*£ n* 6u*j t 
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California High-Speed Train Project EIR/EIS 
Fresno to Bakersfield Section 


Vol. V Response to Comments from I ndividuals Last Name D-F 


Response to Submission 1015 (Millard F. Downing, October 18, 2012) 


1015-1 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-SO-OI, FB-Response-PU&E-03. 

1015-2 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-SO-OI, FB-Response-AG-04. 
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California High-Speed Train Project EIR/EIS 
Fresno to Bakersfield Section 


Vol. V Response to Comments from I ndividuals Last Name D-F 


Submission 1016 (Minnie Carol Downing, October 18, 2012) 


W. 


CALIFORNIA 

High-Speed Rail Authority 


Comment Card 
larjeta de Commentaries 


Fresno ts Bakersfield High-Speed Train Sett fen La Seuiort de Fresno a Bakersfield del Tren de Alto VeEwidpd 

Revised Draft Environmental Impact Report/ Prayede Revisado de Informs de tmpocio Ambienrol/ 
Supplemental Draft Environ menial Impact Statement Dedaracibn de Impado Ambientql Prayeda Supleme-ntario 
(Revised Draft EIR/Sup pie mental Draft EIS) [PVoyedo Revisodo EJK/Plroyeclo Suplemenrono EES) 


Please submit your completed comment card at the Por favor entregue su tar]eta completada al final de h 
end of the meeting,, or mail to: reunion, o enviela por correa a la siguiente direction: 

fresrw fa Bakersfield Revised Draft EIR Supplemental Draft EiS 77C l Street, Suite SQO, Satmmcnta, CA 95S14 

The comment period is from July 20 So September 20, El periods de comenlado es de) 20 de Julio al 20 
2012. Comments must be received electronically, or dd Sepliembre del 2012. Los eoroenrorios tlenen que sec 
postmarked, on or before September 20, 2012. recibidos elecfrdnicdmente, o mahasellodos, el o antes 

del 20 de Sepfiem bre del 2012. 


Name/Nombre: /fj , ( vsJJr ( /-aV^ , ric - 

Orgonizolion/OrganEzacidn: ___ 

Address/Domicilio: V*/ 7 _ $A _ 

Phone Number/Niimero deTBlefono:.^^r—--- 

City, Stole, Zip Code/Ciudad, Eslodo, Cddigo Postal; fyt*- 1 J j_ A y° do 1 _ 

E-mcil Address/Correo Efeclronico:_,__ 



^CALIFORNIA #> of Transportation 

I.* | „ | _ ,, A - Federal Railroad 

High-Speed Kail Authority 'W Administration 


























California High-Speed Train Project EIR/EIS 
Fresno to Bakersfield Section 


Vol. V Response to Comments from I ndividuals Last Name D-F 


Response to Submission 1016 (Minnie Carol Downing, October 18, 2012) 


1016-1 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-AQ-01. 

Although valley fever fungi are commonly found in the soil in the Central Valley and can 
be stirred into the air by anything that disrupts the soil, the potential for the dust from 
construction would be low due to the dust minimization measures listed in Section 3.3.8 
of the Final EIR/EIS, which would reduce fugitive dust emissions to a less-than- 
significant impact. Valley fever spores would be released when the soil is disturbed; 
however, due to the minimization measures, fugitive dust disturbance would be minimal. 
Therefore, impacts from valley fever spores would be less than significant, and health 
impacts for children would be minimal. 

1016-2 

Noise generated by maintenance will be much less than actual operations. There are 
no long-term health or hearing-loss issues associated with operations. 
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California High-Speed Train Project EIR/EIS 
Fresno to Bakersfield Section 


Vol. V Response to Comments from I ndividuals Last Name D-F 


Submission 1017 (J immy and Linda Duncan, August 16, 2012) 


CALIFORNIA 

High-Speed Rail Authority 


BpiOW 


s 


L(W ' |L ' Comment Card 
Tarjeta de Commentarios 


Frcirto to Bakersfield High-Speed Train Section In Section de Fresno □ Bakersfield del Tren de fiJta Velocidnd 

Revised Drafl Environmental Impact Report/ Proyecto Revtsodo de Informs de Impralu Ambientaf/ 
Supple mental Draft Environmental Impact Statement Declaracidn de Impede Ambientol Proyecto Suplementorio 
(Revised Draff ElR/Supplemental Draft EIS) {Ptoyeda Revisoda EIR/Prayecto Supilemeniorio ElS) 

PI Ease submit your completed comment card at the Par favor entregue su larjcfo complelada a I final de lo 
end of the meeting,, or mail to~ reunion, o envielo par cameo □ la siguiertle direction: 

frcs.no to Sokcrj fhid Revised Draft fJR. Supplemental Draft US Comment, 770 1 Street, Suite 200, Sacramento, Cfl 95814 


The comment period is from July 20 to September 20 , 
2012 , Comments must be received eledronically, or 
postmarked, an or before September 20 , 2012 . 


El periodo de comentorio es del 20 de Julio ol 20 
de Sepliembre del 2012 . Los comenlarios Fienen que ser 
redbidas dectronicamenle, o maFoseHodcSr el o antes 
del 20 de Septiembre del 2012 . 


Name/Nombrs: 

Orga nisaticn/Orgoni jtocion; 
Add ress/Domic ilia: 


'• Jith ii\ j i Ll kj-d 




Phone Numher/Numero de Telefono^ 2 ^-/^ *7 - 


City, State, Zip Code/Oudod, Estado, Cddigo Postal: f?rs -/~t &&/_ (- £ 4 . 

E-mail Address/Correo Eleclrdrico: 

(Use additional pages Is needed/User peglnas adiciondes si es uecesario} 

R eataz 6-te.n* ^ m. 


133.P- 



c£. cldlMl ■/ / 
. flare /.«vfcvi Lie 



*to* r ~ i.oik hc&ie... IsJfL 

rf>i f 


eJcjtKj CosA-s fried 



Fresno to Bakersfield Revised Draft EIR/Supphmcntal Draft FVS Comment 
770 L Street, Suite 800 
Sacramento, CA 9SS14 


SSBi 3335000 . 1 f.t., .KJ piIn .> kJ l> 1.11. JI k , .11.111111111. IL . 3 11. .... II.J 
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California High-Speed Train Project EIR/EIS 
Fresno to Bakersfield Section 


Vol. V Response to Comments from I ndividuals Last Name D-F 


Response to Submission 1017 (J immy and Linda Duncan, August 16, 2012) 


1017-1 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-SO-OI. 


^CALIFORNIA #> of Transportation 

■ _ | _ ,, A federal Railroad 

High-Speed Karl Authority 'w Administration 






California High-Speed Train Project EIR/EIS 
Fresno to Bakersfield Section 


Vol. V Response to Comments from I ndividuals Last Name D-F 


Submission 1018 (Tammy Ecklind, October 18, 2012) 


CALIFORNIA % 

High-Speed Rail Authority 



Comment Card 
Tarjefa de Commentaries 


Fresno 1 o Bakcrsfjafd High-Speed Train Section La Settlor] de Fresno a Bakersfield del Tran de Aha Velwidad 

Revised Draft Environmental Impact Report/ Ftoyecto Reviwdade infarme de Impadto Amijianfal/ 

Supple merrier! Draft Environmental Impact Statement Declaration de Impacto Ambierctal froyeefo Suplemenlario 
(Revised Draft EIR/Supplemental Draft EIS) (Preyetto Ravisada ElR/Proyecio Suplamentario EIS) 


Please submil your compl&led comment card ol Ihe Par favor enlregue su torjeta completada at final de lo 
and of the mealing, or mail to: reunion, o envialo por corrao a Fa siguisnle direction: 

Fresno to Bakersfield Revised trait HR-Supplemental Draft EIS 770 L Street, Suite 800, Stiiramcrflo, (A 953 \ 4 


The co 
20U 
f 


Extended comment period for Fresno 
to Bakersfield High Speed Train Revised 
Draft ElR/Supplemerual Draft EIS: 
My 20 - October 19 


er20, 
illy, or 
2012. 


Elf 

de 

rec 

del 


E Kiendido el pe riodo de comentario o I 20 

publico del P royecAo Revised*? qua $er 

E l R/T'rov^ 0 Supleme ntario E l$ el o antes 

Julio 20- Octubre 19 


Wome/Nembra: _ .../XL/ y ,'lJ.?2Ui _ flJ-L-fr i J 


Org aniMtion/Orgon izacidn: 


T 


Addness/Domicilic: JHJL.L (_ i * ^ J I'! t -/ Lf {. < 2 _Cj? £rZHTj , ri C ^Sj, 


n&J - fi'y-7 / 


Phone Number/NOmero de TeSGfonO'L—---~- 

Cily, State, Zip Code/C iodacf, Estodo, Codigo Postal: C_ £P- €■€>/?.& <0_ 

E-mail Addness/Correo Electr6nrco: * fj C.kX ZL Al Z) (pO L i^yDQ.- 

(Uw additional pages if needed/Usar pogicoj odicionoFe* si » necejorio) 


Orj qLU . ptofL? job* TUlH h£iD9 4 a 
fy- l oco, fc do- j pJini -Zi-jg HOn Zk.dzlc.Uz QJ ul, ° 

Hoys no t Comi la oj 

A/JuJ [uhaZ At\ -IXl /vty 7 J n£0mr 

' Hnh oJs. cfo _ Uxkta _ Hejj. uCLUI. _ fi€.- (tx&H. _ c&ae t: 

j's qJZL CZaly. ,.a~ M - m paih iL&jh a & 01 , 
(JJ t LL yLLlU OslA-r^y-s sL/k>£54 j/l-eriisn? (j} 

Uh / ? ^QXui _ .rt/?an^j2^irz ^o a U . ^ ric - _ L u hf ^ _ 

Llh£ Qjtx -Q_fn - 4 t?^ xt -, tun mj* _ u n if _ -/Vv 

K)U^/n^s' 5 _ Qm. _ in __ 

\rnon? -W., : 
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California High-Speed Train Project EIR/EIS 
Fresno to Bakersfield Section 


Vol. V Response to Comments from I ndividuals Last Name D-F 


Response to Submission 1018 (Tammy Ecklind, October 18, 2012) 


1018-1 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-SO-OI, FB-Response-GENERAL-12, FB- 
Response-SO-03. 

See Impact SO #9 in Section 3.12, Socioeconomics, Communities, and 
Environmental Justice, for discussion of residential displacements. 
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California High-Speed Train Project EIR/EIS 
Fresno to Bakersfield Section 


Vol. V Response to Comments from I ndividuals Last Name D-F 


Submission 1019 (Willis Edwards, October 18, 2012) 


CALIFORNIA 

High-Speed Rail Authority 


Comment Card 
Tarjeta de Commentaries 


Fresno to Etakersf ield High-Speed Train Section La Section de Fresno a Bakersfield del Tren de Alta Velocidtid 

Revised Draft Environ menial Impact Rfipart/ Plroyeeta Revisada de Informs de Impoefo Amhienlat/ 
Supplemental Draft Environmental Impael Statement DeclarKion de Impodo Ambfenlal ProyectoSuplemerttarTO 
(Revised Draft EIR/Supplementd Draft EES} (Proyecto Revisodo EIR/Prayecto Suplomenlario EIS) 

Please submit your completed comment cord at the Por favor entregue su tarjela complelado al final de la 
end of the meeting, or moil to: reunion, o envi'elg por carreo a lo siguienfe direccfon 

Fresno to Bakersfield Revised Draft EtR Supplemental Draft EIS Comment, 77Q i Si?wt, Suite !M0, Sait-amcnto, CA 9SS14 


Extended comment period tar Fresna ^ Extend ido et periodo de comentario 

* to Sikersfietd High Speed Train Revised d * publico del Proyecto Revisado enen que ser 

Draft EIR/Supplemental Draft £tSi - 013 - [f EIFI/Proyeeto Supfementmio EIS 

J uly 20 - October 19 d{ J(j 11 0 20 - Gctubre 19 


ol 20 
snen qi 
, el o antes 




Name/N ombre: 

Organ iiotion/Organizaci^n; _ 

Address/Domicil io: . J2-IH — / h^S- 

Phone N umber/N umero de TelefonoL— 

City, State, Bp Codo/Gudad, Estado, Cddlge Postal: Col 

E-mail Address/Carreo Electronico:. 




(Use additional pages if neeri-ed/Usar paginos odicionoles si es neeeseno] 


7c> bJh&sM j C&svCERM» /A u as/C£ A+jdjZ A*F 

@77$ xki /?, sW0&/ArjL&djj 

Afe Aj 9PF /iiS£.d /9#£ 5 £sv/0A* 

ffAf sf Fix£d tA* sVf/fytsy &F&&A 7k* PM /FF 

/? AiF TZs* TkAts 7 ^ C&AcotfifAJ sfad 

7 A ?i& }$ A/& <Tt/sU A/&7*Afford 72 

Bu& FsVFUj -//)£#£ (as)// &£ AffedEd 

i-C 72)$ ReFfe /s RFf de/im# 't 77 F F-Fk is 

CJ}05^aJ *r' jS/Y/ AwF Xi/Ft-X frji// 


}?£ A -7-CEcJkd / 7~c7&/s /</ Ifa y / c/F$77&y dbtF T&vUA A 

AfiEA j b/hic)\ c*u/d jf_ &-k *$7 y &k/M /F f AfJC 

72 f7J£A5j£ Aas& H &l 77oii7Fus &*/<£ 


€>u&_ 


ArfM&&±£ 
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>fEC7Ailly_A 
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California High-Speed Train Project EIR/EIS 
Fresno to Bakersfield Section 


Vol. V Response to Comments from I ndividuals Last Name D-F 


Response to Submission 1019 (Willis Edwards, October 18, 2012) 


1019-1 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-SO-OI, FB-Response-GENERAL-05, FB- 
Response-GENERAL-10, FB-Response-SO-03, FB-Response-SO-04. 

For information on the impact to the community of Corcoran see EIR/EIS Volume I 
Section 3.12 Impact SO#6 and Mitigation Measure SO-1. For information on the 
property acquisition and compensation process see Volume II Technical Appendix 3.12- 
A. 
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California High-Speed Train Project EIR/EIS 
Fresno to Bakersfield Section 


Vol. V Response to Comments from I ndividuals Last Name D-F 


Submission 1020 (Ruben Espinoza, October 18, 2012) 


W. 


CALIFORNIA 

High-Speed Rail Authority 


Comment Card 
Tarjefa de Commentarios 


ffesno to Bakersfield High-Speed Train Section Ln Scicion de Fresno a Bakersfield del Iren de Alta Velreidod 

Revised Draft Environmental Impact Report/ Proyecto Revlsodg de Inform* de Impacts Amblentol/ 
Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Stalemen) Dodorocidn de Impact* Ambient®! Proyecto Spplemenlarib 
(Reused Draft EJR/Supplemental Draft EIS) (Proyedo Revisado EIR/Prcy&erg Suplemenlaria EIS) 


PI ease submit your com pi clad comment card at Ihe Par favor eniregue su larjeto comptetada al final de Jg 
r , „. ^ th ® °r mail to; reunidn, a envrela par correct a la sigufent^ direction: 

hesno to Bakersfield Revised Draft f WSupplemental Draft £tS Cnmmnnt. 770 t Street, Suite &00 t Satramenio, CA 9SB14 

Th Extended comment period tor Fresno ember 20, El Crtenclkto eJ periodo de tumettario ■ al 20 

to Bakersfield High Speed Train Revised wicdl» or d( Publico del Proyecto Peviudo enen qua ser 
Draft ElP/Supplemental Draft EIS: 20,2012. re EI ft/Proyecto Suplementario EfS , el o antes 
July 20 - October 19 ck Julio 20 - Qctufa re 19 


Name/NombreL l/'} i /? f ' V/' _ 

Organizgtion/OrganiEacidnr ___ 

Addness/DomiciFia; ^ A'/C Ay, sU £ ___ 

Pfion* Number/Niimero de Tftlfrfnnn- ^ S V - £ - J /& O <C __ 

City, Slate, Zip Code/Cudod, Estado, Cadiqo fosial: rsyfrrtYrtf} $ 

E-moil Address/Correo Electron ico:__ 

(Use additional pages If needed/Us^r peginas adi^Onales si es nacisarta] 


Ae esW mW. W ftv wmca ^ _ 

^ (vv^ . M Wvn _Wi- _per. cxi\ biyW 

W Q\ >[-W\ _ OP fkffirm __ 



^CALIFORNIA #> of Transportation 

■ _ | _ ,, A - Federal Railroad 

High-Speed Kail Authority '^pr Administration 


























































California High-Speed Train Project EIR/EIS 
Fresno to Bakersfield Section 


Vol. V Response to Comments from I ndividuals Last Name D-F 


Response to Submission 1020 (Ruben Espinoza, October 18, 2012) 


1020-1 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-14, FB-Response-GENERAL-11. 
Your opposition to the project is noted. 

Consulte la Respuesta Estandar FB -Respuesta-GENERAL-14, FB-Respuesta- 
GENERAL-11. 

Su oposicion al proyecto ha sido notada. 
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California High-Speed Train Project EIR/EIS 
Fresno to Bakersfield Section 


Vol. V Response to Comments from I ndividuals Last Name D-F 


Submission 1021 (No Name Esteban, J uly 26, 2012) 



1 Fresno - Bakersfield (July 2012+) - RECORD #65 DETAIL I 


Status : 

Action Pending 


Record Date : 

7/30/2012 


Response Requested : 

No 


Affiliation Type : 

Individual 


Interest As : 

Individual 


Submission Date : 

7/26/2012 


Submission Method : 

Project Email 


First Name : 

Unknown 


Last Name : 

Professional Title : 
Business/Organization : 
Address : 

Apt./Suite No. : 

City : 

Esteban 


State : 

CA 


Zip Code : 

Telephone : 

00000 

1021-1 1 

Email : 

Email Subscription : 

Cell Phone : 

Add to Mailing List: 

stevhenking@gmail.com 

Stakeholder 

According to your HSR draft, my property is located at hwy 43 and 

1 

Comments/Issues : 

prospect or ST-30. The noise pollution is unacceptable. It must be 
moved further East. Prime farmland is also at stake and we own 10 

1021-21 


acres of organic ultra premium land. 1 am not in favor of the rail but strike 
the fair balance but keep it far further east of Wasco. 


EIR/EIS Comment: 

Yes 


Official Comment Period : 

Yes 
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California High-Speed Train Project EIR/EIS 
Fresno to Bakersfield Section 


Vol. V Response to Comments from I ndividuals Last Name D-F 


Response to Submission 1021 (No Name Esteban, J uly 26, 2012) 


1021-1 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-N&V-03, FB-Response-N&V-05. 

1021-2 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-02, FB-Response-GENERAL-04, 
FB-Response-GENERAL-10, FB-Response-AG-01. 
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California High-Speed Train Project EIR/EIS 
Fresno to Bakersfield Section 


Vol. V Response to Comments from I ndividuals Last Name D-F 


Submission 1022 (MaryJane Fagundes, October 18, 2012) 


Fresno to Bakersfield DE1H/EF5 Comments October 1E> 2012 

Attention: California High Speed Rail Authority 
7701 Street, Suite SOO 
Sacramento, CA 9SS14 


1022-1 | 
1022-21 
1022-3 

1022 - 41 
1022-5 

1022-61 
1022 - 71 
1022-81 
1022 - 91 

1022-101 


Subject: Comments concerning the DESR/EIS for the Proposed Fresno to Bakersfield Section of tbe 
Ca lifornia High: Speed Kali Project 

My name is Mary Jane Fagundes and I live at 9785 Ponderosa Street, Hanford CA 93230, The following 
are comments/quest ions regarding the East/West Alignments through Kings County in regards to your 
EM, 

1. How are you going to mitigate the air flow/breeze which will be immensely lessened by the 
ba me r of tbe train 75 feet west of our front door? 

2. lam greatly concerned for our safety and those directly east Or west of the traFn as 1 will have 
constant fear of derailment as did happen in Ohina. 

3. Have you done a study regarding the SEVERE vibration in our area En regards to the foundation 
of our home as our log home is built on a stem wall not a cement slab? How will you mitigate 
this? 

4. Have you done a study regarding the SEVERE vibration in our area in regards to the well that is 
to the east of our home/yard and septic tank that Fs to the north of our home/yard within 150 
feet of the track? How will you mitigate this? 

5- How are you going to m itigate these risks of da mage to our well, fou ndation and septic tank? 

6, Each and every time we have damage to our foundation, well and septic are you going to be 
there to repair those damages? 

7. Have you admitted in your eir that we in the Ponderosa neighborhood do NOT have city 
services? 

3, Have you done a study on how the SEVERE vibration will increase chances of more 
bugs/termites/tritters to uproot in our neighborhood and how will you mitigate those? 

9„ How are you going to mitigate or compensate us for the HUGE DECREASE in value of our home 
with the train 75 feet from our front door? 

ID- Living ACROSS (we are not technically NIMBY'S) from this train in such close proximity and 
isolation out of our front window can/wiil cause emotional/psychological trauma/damage of 
mental health to us and how will you mitigate this? 

11, We will lose the enjoyment of our vEew to the west of farmland, the West side and sunsets as 
"beauty is in the eye of the be holder" and how will you mitigate this? 


1022-11 


1022-12 1 
1022-13’ 
1022-14 


1022-15 

1022-161 
1022-17 

1022-181 
1022 - 191 

1022-201 

1022-21 | 

1022-22 ‘ 
1022-23 


1022-24 

1022-25 


11. There will be GREAT tack of privacy due to riders above our home as your EIR already states Ft 
will not be "feasible: to have a barrier and a barrier probably wouldn't provide privacy much 
anyway as the train is to be 45 feet up In the air. You have stated that the train will be traveling 
at speeds of 220 mph however our area has possibly been designated to have a proposed 
station which will be more trains than NOT will be leaving from a few hundred feet from our 
door so the privacy will be a continual impact for us. How are you going to mitigate this? 

13. Emergency response time wifi be lengthened depending if Lacey 8lvd. remains open or is closed. 

14. Exercise/walking route proh ibltive- 

15. lam concerned about theft and loitering not only from the proposed station but also to the 
west of us as there Fs going to be the "temporary" equipment /construction yard which In itself 
will increase theft and loitering. Now not only will theft/loitermg increase but if our emergency 
response times are lengthened due to possible closure of Lacey Elvd. or other roads that are in 
dose proximity of our home, I am concerned how well wilt we be protected? Have you studied 
this? 

L(j. Our peace and quiet WILL EE GONE as noise level will be Increased to over 91 decibels PLUS 
which the comfort of the birds in our area will be gone or greatly disturbed. Have you studied 
this? 

17. Have you studied how WE will be affected by the CONSTANT distraction of trains coming at 
speeds of 220 mph every 5 minutes for 19 hours per day? Hdw will you mitigate this? 

18. There will be increased traffic due to people trying to Find "supposed" station and Just scoping 
out the area or just curiosity as well as increased danger in fog with more traffic. Have you done 
studies on this increase In traffic in our housing area? 

19. Have you done a study and what will the effects be with the severe vibration cm even our 
sprinklers in both our front and back yards? How will you mitigate this? 

2D. As we are going to have tbe "temporary" equipment/construction site to the west of us, E am 
concerned about the nighttime lighting issues and nuisance due to construction possibly 24 
hours per day and how will you mitigate this? 

21. Have you done a study on the noise revels during construction px>S$ibty 24 hours per day and 
how will you mitFgale this? 

22. What kind of access will we have in and out of our housing area/home until construction is 
complete? 

23. Temporary impacts to the Ponderosa area will he for how many YEARS AND YEARS??? 

24- You have shown a simulated view of % tp 'A a mile away on HWY 43,..we want to see a simulated 
view and study of this at 75 Feet from our home to the train and what impact that in Itself will 
have...we don't care about how it looks from 34 to 34 a mife away...we want to see and we want 
YOU lo see how that looks as we are NOT NlMBYS as the train will be in OUR FRONT YARD NOT 
OUR BACKYARD! 

25. Who cares what the view the public will have from the 43 looking to the station? Really?! 

26. You have stated In your EIR that the view around the proposed station is ME PA SUBSTANTIAL 
AND CEQA SIGNIFICANT? How are you going to mitigate this? 

27. So in order to make us true NIMBYS, IF we are FORCED to stay hare on Ponderosa, are you going 
to make us a true N1MRY? That is, we expect at the very least that you make our front yard our 
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California High-Speed Train Project EIR/EIS 
Fresno to Bakersfield Section 


Vol. V Response to Comments from I ndividuals Last Name D-F 


Submission 1022 (MaryJane Fagundes, October 18, 2012) - Continued 


1022-25 


1022-26 

1022-271 
1022-28 

1022-29 

1022-301 
1022-31 | 

1022-32 


back yard AND our back yand Our front yard,,.and we will also request that you turn our LOG 
HOME ISO degrees to essentially have our now front yard be our back yard and we will also 
need visitors to access our “front" with a asphalted road to the north of our home all the way 
around to the "now 11 backyard. Is this a mitigation measure that you will consider? And jf not, 
why? 

23. You have now stated in your EiR that this will be a blended approach and will for many years run 
conventional diesel trains on the HSR track. Where is your EIR study on these impacts as diesel 
trains will be In fact much louder and vibration more severe especially running every 5 minutes 
for 19 hours per day? 

29, Please provide me with YCRJR HSR AUTHORITY translation of "when justified" and "as 
feasible", 

30. There is a new fire station on Houston Avenue just east of HWY 43 In Hanford CA. This is the 
Station that provides services to the Ponderosa area. This station will be severely impacted as 
there Is to he an overpass just to the south of this station-literal ly almost to the front door so 
first, will this station be moved further back (that is if they have the property or can be 
permitted to do so] so the fire trucks can get OUT of their GARAGES or are you going to just 
remove this station? if we do NOT have a station within a certain perimeter of our homes in the 
Ponderosa area, the ISO (insurance Services Office) rating will be impacted and we will see an 
increase in homeowners insurance policies by as much as double if not more. How will you 
mitigate this? 

31- Regarding noise and cows, it has been studied that they can tolerate 30 decibels and HSR has 
stated train will be quieter than that! My question is, with the new blended system and NO 
ELECTRIFICATION for years, have you done the studies with cows in such close proximity in 
regards to conventional diesel trains running at 220 mph 19 hours per day every 5 minutes? 

32. As our natural gas lines are on the west side of Ponderosa, will they be moved and at whose 
expense to allow those of us on the east side of Ponderosa to have continuation of utility? 

33. Have you done COMPLETE studies the same as you did for electrified train for conventional 
diesel' trains running on the HSR tracks for an indefinite period of time in rega rds to 
noise/vibratlon/people/animals/lnsects/Fand? 

34. I believe it has been stated that 3 percent will fide HSR, so my question Is, what are the other 97 
percent going to he using??? Roads, I believe, and they will still need to be repaired/maintained 
and increased!!El 

35. And my last question and statement is this: When i decide i am going to make/bake a 
cake,..there are SEVERAL things that must be established and considered and purchased and 
required as to knowledge and skill before this cake can be made. J need to know who I am going 
to make this cake for, how many people will be eating this cake and how many people my cake 
can serve, when l will need to have this cake available for them to eat, then I need to decide 
what l am going to make and whether there will be ingredients that not everyone wilt be able to 
eat then I need to see if I have ALL of the ingredients and, if I do NOT, then I see what other 
ingredients will be required and then I will need to make sure that F have ALL OF THE MONEY I 
need to purchase these ingredients. Then I will need to have the means available to get to the 
store to purchase thorn and upon my return make sure that I have the bowl, working mixer and 


1022-33 


1022-34 


oven that I need to make the cake and that the ingredients had a place to be stored 'til needed 
whether a working refrigerator or cabinet. Then at last and ONLY THEN, can I make this cakell! 
There will he those that will not eat my cake for whatever reason and there will be others who 
will and enjoy it thoroughly and yet there will be others that will try it and weren't that crazy 
about the cake and wiFI never eat it again! My QUESTION to you, California High Speed Rail 
Authority, have you taken the time to consider all the essential things in order to plan and build 
this HSR as l have to make my cake?? HAVE YOU established, considered, purchased and have 
required knowledge as to who you are building this for, how many people will it serve, will 
everyone be able to enjoy and benefit and use It, when will it be ready, do you have all the 
things you need and can YOU AFFORD and pay for them before H is bulli, will there he adequate 
time and storage 'til it is ready, will you have ALL of the equipment and employees needed as 
well as FINANCIALLY PAID for to buiEd, and then, if you say yes to AIL of these things BEFORE 
YOU START, then and Only then, HAVE YQU considered whether this is for only the 
gratification/financial gain of this builder/baker to proceed or is this for EVERYONE...not just 
those that are now less than 50 percent that really want this or those that will never ride/eat it 
or those that will ride/eat it that are curious but will probably never ride/eat it again or if they 
do ...maybe only once a year or every 3 years or whenever they decide to take a trip to 
Disneyland or to the Giants/49's play a game? Now is this for the greater good (the Jess 
than 50 percent that now would VOTE for it.,,I didn't say ride it) or for those with pockets to 
fill,..the select miniscule MINORITY? 

I have sent many statements in and made many public comments to you, California High Speed Rail 
Authority, and to date, l HAVE NEVER HEARD OR HAD A RESPONSE FROM YOU other than Rebecca 
Nicholas stating to me that '"HSR was NEVER going to take our home!" Please lake whatever time you 
need although you did NOT give us enough time to do so In order to study the thousands of pages of the 
EIR ...please respond to me at my current address of: 9785 Ponderosa Street, Hanford CA 93230. 1 
eagerly await your response and I won't bake that cake as by the time you think and handle all of things 
addressed in my 35 questions and done your due diligence (l might add) my cake would be old, dry, 
molded, eaten by rodents or probably evaporated into thFn air I 
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Mary Janefagundes' t 

9785 Ponderbfa^ 

Hanford, CA 93230 
Home: 559-584-3017 
Cell: 559 707-7236 
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Response to Submission 1022 (MaryJane Fagundes, October 18, 2012) 


1022-1 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-AG-05. 

The conclusion reached in the EIR/EIS is supported by the Agricultural Working Group 
White Paper entitled "Induced Wind Impacts," which was presented to the Authority 
Board in July 2011. The White Paper is available on the Authority's website. 

1022-2 

As discussed in Section 3.11, Safety and Security, of the EIR/EIS, the HST is an 
electrified passenger train. Therefore, in the event of an accident, there would not be a 
fire, explosion, or release of toxic gases associated with fuel or cargo. The design of the 
system also substantially minimizes the potential for accidents resulting in the 
derailment of trains. 

The HST System design takes a collision avoidance approach (Rao and Tsai 2007; 

Wyre 2011) to preventing train-to-train accidents or collisions with objects entering the 
HST right-of-way. HST systems take advantage of a system-design approach in which 
the high-speed train, the automatic train control system, the electrification system, and 
the rail infrastructure include automation that will control or stop the trains without relying 
on human involvement. The general approach for the automatic train control system is 
to monitor the location and speed of all trains on the high-speed network and to 
coordinate and maintain enough physical separation to allow safe braking. If a fault 
occurs within the HST network (e.g., intrusion, derailment, significant natural event such 
as an earthquake), the automatic train control system would immediately slow or stop 
the train and minimize or eliminate a potential hazard. In areas of high risk, the system- 
design approach can also provide protection from other intrusions into the HST corridor, 
such as errant automobiles, trucks, or other unauthorized entry, by the use of intrusion- 
detection and other monitoring equipment to detect a fault and initiate action, as 
needed. 

This design approach has been very successful in preventing major accidents on fully 
dedicated HST systems. Since 1964 and the inauguration of the first HST service in 
Japan, Japanese HST trains (the Shinkansen) have maintained a record of no 
passenger fatalities or injuries due to train accidents, including derailments or collisions 
(Central Japan Railway Company 2011). In France, HSTs (the TGV) have been 


1022-2 

operating for 27 years and currently carry more than 100 million passengers a year. Like 
Japan, the French HST system has not had a single HST-related passenger fatality on 
its dedicated HST trackway, which is similar to the dedicated trackway proposed for the 
California HST System (TGVweb 2011). Unlike France and Japan, Germany’s HST, the 
Intercity Express (ICE), does not use an entirely dedicated track system, but shares 
track with freight and conventional passenger rail. An HST accident in the late 1990s 
prompted design changes to the wheels of German ICE trains to remedy a design flaw 
(National Aeronautics and Space Administration 2007; North East Wales Institute of 
Higher Education 2004). German ICE trains carry more than 66 million passengers a 
year. High-speed train service was introduced in China in 2007 and that country now 
has 6,012 miles of high-speed rail lines, the most of any country in the world (Railway- 
Technology.com 2012). On July 23, 2011, a high-speed train rear-ended another high¬ 
speed train on a viaduct in Wenzhou, killing 40 people and injuring 72. The crash was 
caused by the failure of signaling equipment. This equipment was determined to have a 
flawed design that was not properly identified during its development. The official 
investigation found that the accident was symptomatic of a lack of emphasis on safety 
by the management of China’s rapidly growing high-speed train industry (Areddy 2011). 

It is not possible to provide a mathematical probability/risk calculation for an accident on 
the California HST System that would result in injury to people adjacent to the right-of- 
way. Such a calculation requires multiyear information on passenger miles traveled and 
the number of accidents that result in offsite injuries and/or fatalities. There are no HST 
systems operating in the United States. Therefore, the data do not exist here. 

Specific data on passenger miles traveled are not readily available for HST systems in 
other countries. According to news releases, the Japanese HST system carried 
approximately 6 billion passengers over 40 years between 1964 and 2004. The French 
TGV is reported to have carried about 1.7 billion passengers between 1981 and 2010. 
High-speed rail service in China, which began in 2007, is reported to have carried 
796,000 passengers per day by 2010. Although a probability calculation cannot be made 
for the risk of injury to people adjacent to the California HST System right-of-way, it is 
clear from the evidence that the risk is very low. HST systems throughout the world have 
operated for billions of passenger miles for several decades with no injuries to people 
not traveling on the train. 
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Response to Submission 1022 (MaryJane Fagundes, October 18, 2012) - Continued 


1022-3 

The potential for structural damage due to vibrations from HST operations is limited to 
30 feet from the tracks. The HST will be elevated as it passes by your log cabin, making 
the right-of-way width approximately 45 feet. For the structural integrity of your log cabin 
to be compromised by HST operations, it would have to be within 75 feet from the center 
line of the HST. Your log cabin is located approximately 136 feet from the center line of 
the HST. Because your log cabin is outside the 75 foot vibration impact contour, your 
home will not be impacted by vibration. Builidings currently located adjacent to the 
existing BNSF tracks are subject to vibration levels substantially higher than the 
vibration levels that would be generated by HST operations. If the log cabin is not 
currently experiencing any of these problems under existing conditions, they would not 
be expected to experience these problems with the addition of HST operations. 

1022-4 

Wells/tanks currently located adjacent to the existing BNSF tracks are subject to 
vibration levels substantially higher than the vibration levels that would be generated by 
HST operations. If the wells/tanks are not currently experiencing any of these problems 
under existing conditions, they would not be expected to experience these problems 
with the addition of HST operations. 

1022-5 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-N&V-04, FB-Response-SO-01. 

Wells/tanks currently located adjacent to the existing BNSF tracks are subject to 
vibration levels substantially higher than the vibration levels that would be generated by 
HST operations. If the wells/tanks are not currently experiencing any of these problems 
under existing conditions, they would not be expected to experience these problems 
with the addition of HST operations. 

1022-6 

As described in the Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS, Section 3.12, Ponderosa is a 
rural residential area in unincorporated Kings County. This community is on the outskirts 
of Hanford and does not have many services or facilities, but residents place a high 
value on living a rural lifestyle near city services, such as hospitals and government 


1022-6 

services offices, and on having access to regional transportation networks. 

1022-7 

A detailed study of noise and vibration impacts on movement of insects and wildlife into 
adjacent neighborhoods was not conducted. However, a noise and vibration study was 
conducted, the results of which are described in Section 3.4. Impacts associated with 
the movement of insects and wildlife to adjacent neighborhoods (as a result of vibration) 
are not anticipated; therefore, no mitigation is proposed. 

1022-8 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-SO-02. 

For information on potential HST project impacts on property values, see Section 5.4.4.3 
in the Community Impact Assessment Technical Report. 

1022-9 

The purpose of an EIR and EIS is to evaluate environmental impacts and 
socioeconomic effects and mitigate those that are identified as potentially significant. 

The visual impacts of the HST project are evaluated in Section 3.16, Aesthetics and 
Visual Resources, of the EIR/EIS, beginning on about page 3.16-82 and ending on 
about page 3.16-96. This analysis includes visual simulations of the project at-grade and 
on elevated structures. The analysis did find that there would be adverse effects on the 
visual intactness and unity from the introduction of this visually dominant feature. The 
Authority and FRA have committed to implementing mitigation measures that attempt to 
adapt the project to the local context. After implementation of mitigation measures, it 
was found that the visual impacts would remain significant. The Authority and FRA are 
not proposing any mitigation for emotional, psychological, or mental health effects 
because there is no causal link between visual impacts and these conditions. The 
comment presents no substantial evidence that there might be a link between visual 
impacts and mental health. 

1022-10 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-AVR-01. 
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1022-10 

The commenter’s address is among those on Ponderosa Street that would directly 
adjoin the proposed right-of-way and elevated viaduct, just south of the Kings/Tulare 
Regional Station-East Alternative. The impact at this location is described on page 3.16- 
94 in Section 3.16, Aesthetics and Visual Resources, of the Revised 
DEIR/Supplemental DEIS and would be a significant and unavoidable adverse impact. 
Mitigation Measures AVR-MM#2c, #2d, and #2e would be applied to this and the other 
remaining homes in the vicinity. However, because of the direct adjacency of the 
property to the guideways, complete mitigation is likely to be infeasible. 

1022-11 

The proposed Kings/Tulare Regional Station-East Alternative would be located 
approximately 250 feet from the closest home on Ponderosa Road. The residences on 
this street are about 160 feet from neighboring homes. Therefore, any efforts made by 
residents to bolster the privacy of their home (e.g., growing hedges, installing curtains) 
will be sufficient to maintain this level of privacy and no mitigation is required. 

1022-12 

As indicated in Appendix 2-A of the EIR/EIS, the HST on the BNSF Alternative would be 
elevated over Lacey Boulevard. This road would not be closed by the project. 

1022-13 

The proposed HST should have little to no effect on exercise or walking routes. The 
HST would be grade-separated, and where exisiting roads would be closed, the 
proposed project would provide roadway overpasses approximately every 2 miles, 
resulting in no more than 1 mile of out-of-direction travel to cross the HST tracks. In 
most locations in the Fresno to Bakersfield Section, roadway overpasses would be 
provided more frequently, approximately every mile or less, because of the existing 
roadway infrastructure. Consequently, out-of-direction travel would be limited to 
approximately 1 mile in nearly all locations in the project area. 

1022-14 

The Kings/Tulare Regional Station alternatives are in an area of Hanford with limited 


1022-14 

urban development that would generally not provide an environment conducive to 
loitering. HST stations will have security personnel to discourage loitering and theft. 

Also, the HST Urban Design Guidelines (Authority 2011 i) require implementing the 
principles of Crime Prevention through Environmental Design. This design method 
focuses on reducing opportunities for crime through the design and management of the 
physical environment. Four basic principles of Crime Prevention through Environmental 
Design will be considered during station and site planning: territoriality (designing 
physical elements that express ownership of the station or site); natural surveillance 
(arranging physical features to maximize visibility); improved sightlines (provide clear 
views of surrounding areas); and access control (physical guidance of people coming 
and going from a space). 

To combat against crime at construction sites and minimize reliance on local law 
enforcement, construction contractors will institute security measures common to 
construction sites, including securing equipment and materials in fenced and locked 
storage areas and using security personnel after work hours. 

1022-15 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-N&V-OI. 

Impacts on birds and other wildlife species from increased noise levels are discussed in 
Section 3.7.5.3 (pages 3.7-107 through 3.7-108) and include (among other direct and 
indirect impacts) permanent disturbance or temporary displacement of special-status 
birds. Mitigation for the identified impacts are presented in Section 3.7.7. and include the 
following measures: 

BIO-MM#29. Conduct Preconstruction Surveys and Delineate Active Nest Exclusion 
Areas for Other Breeding Birds. 

BIO-MM#30. Conduct Preconstruction Surveys and Monitoring for Raptors. 

BIO-MM#31. Bird Protection. 

BIO-MM#32. Conduct Preconstruction Surveys for Swainson’s Hawks. 

BIO-MM#33. Swainson’s Hawk Nest Avoidance and Monitoring. 

BIO-MM#34. Monitor Removal of Nest Trees for Swainson’s Hawks. 

BIO-MM#35. Conduct Protocol Surveys for Burrowing Owls. 

BIO-MM#36. Burrowing Owl Avoidance and Minimization. 
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1022-15 

BIO-MM#58. Compensate for Loss of Swainson’s Hawk Nesting Trees. 

BIO-MM#59. Compensate for Loss of Burrowing Owl Active Burrows and Habitat. 
BIO-MM#65. Offsite Habitat Restoration, Enhancement and Preservation. 

1022-16 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-N&V-03, FB-Response-N&V-05. 

1022-17 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-S&S-OI. 

Traffic baseline and impact analysis studies were conducted in all station areas to 
determine impact significance levels and appropriate mitigation measures. Existing Plus 
Project and Future Plus Project Traffic impact analysis for the Kings/Tulare Regional 
Station-East Alternative is discussed in the Final EIR/EIS, Impact # 13-Impacts on the 
Local Roadway Network due to Station Activity, and the corresponding mitigation 
measure listed in Section 3.2.7. 

1022-18 

The vibration levels anticipated from train operations will not impact the sprinklers in any 
way, shape, or form. Areas currently located adjacent to the existing BNSF tracks are 
subject to vibration levels substantially higher than the vibration levels that would be 
generated by HST operations. If sprinklers are not currently experiencing any of these 
problems under existing conditions, they would not be expected to experience these 
problems with the addition of HST operations. 

1022-19 

Mitigation Measure AVR-MM#1b, Minimize Light Disturbance during Construction, 
addresses construction lighting impacts with measures typically applied in this type of 
situation, including shielding of all lighting used at the construction site so that all direct 
lighting is directed downward and restricted to within the construction site 
boundaries. Additional measures such as opaque screening and temporary landscaping 
could also be applied, if needed to reduce disturbance from construction lights. 


1022-20 

Construction noise is discussed in Chapter 8 of the Fresno to Bakersfield Section: Noise 
and Vibration Technical Report (Authority and FRA 2012j) and in Section 3.4.5.3 of the 
EIR/EIS. Mitigation measures are mentioned in Chapter 8 of the Fresno to Bakersfield 
Section: Noise and Vibration Technical Report (Authority and FRA 2012j) and Section 
3.7.1 of the EIR/EIS. 

1022-21 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-TR-01. 

1022-22 

Project construction is expected to be completed within 7 years. This period extends 
from the beginning of the first phase of construction and continues through operational 
testing of the HST system. It is expected that heavy-construction activities, such as 
grading, excavating, and laying the HST railbed and trackway, would be accomplished 
within a 5-year period. The specific construction impacts on the Ponderosa community 
would not occur throughout the entire duration of the project construction period. 

1022-23 

Simulations are prepared for representative viewpoints, because it is not practical to 
develop simulations for every possible view of such a large project covering over a 
hundred miles of alignment. However, the Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS specifically 
recognizes that the visual impacts of the Kings/Tulare Regional Station-East Alternative 
would be significant on some adjoining residences, which include the commenter’s 
residence (Section 3.16.5.3). These impacts could be reduced with available mitigation 
measures, but substantial impacts would be unavoidable at this specific location. 

1022-24 

Visual resource impacts around the proposed station would be reduced through 
implementation of Mitigation Measures AVR-MM#2c, #2d, and #2e. 

1022-25 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-SO-01. 
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1022-25 

The Authority will negotiate on a case-by-case basis with property owners whose land 
would be affected by the HST system. 

1022-26 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-13. 

1022-27 

The commenter does not specify the context in which "when justified" and "as feasible" 
are used. It is assumed that the commenter is referring to noise mitigation. 

As discussed in FB-Response-N&V-05, the Proposed California Fligh-Speed Train 
Project Noise and Vibration Mitigation Guidelines developed by the Authority (see 
Appendix 3.4-A of the Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS) were used to determine 
whether mitigation would be proposed for these areas of potential impact. The 
Guidelines require consideration of feasible and effective mitigation for severe noise 
impacts (impacts where a significant percentage of people would be highly annoyed by 
the FIST project’s noise). 

The Authority will refine mitigation for homes with residual severe noise impacts (i.e., 
severe impacts that remain notwithstanding noise barriers) and address them on a case- 
by-case basis during final design of the Preferred Alternative. In addition to the potential 
use of noise barriers, other forms of noise mitigation may include improvements to the 
home itself that will reduce the levels by at least 5 dBA, such as adding acoustically 
treated windows, extra insulation, and mechanical ventilation, as detailed in Section 
3.4.6, Project. 

The Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS proposes noise barriers in areas of severe noise 
impacts resulting from the project, where the barriers meet the cost-effectiveness 
criteria. To meet the cost-effectiveness criteria, barriers must mitigate noise for more 
than 10 sensitive receivers, be not less than 800 feet in length, be less than 14 feet in 
height, and cost below $45,000 per benefited receiver. A receiver that receives at least a 
5-dBA noise reduction due to the barrier is considered a benefited receiver. 


1022-28 

Information about the South Hanford Fire Station can be found in Volume I, Section 
3.12.6.4, Affected Environment. Impact SO #1 describes the potential for construction to 
affect important community facilities and explains that emergency vehicle access for 
police and fire protection services would be maintained at all times. Consequently, 
homeowner insurance in the area will not be affected. 

1022-29 

No, there have not been any studies on diesel trains going 220 miles per hour (mph) for 
19 hours every 5 minutes with cows in close proximity. The diesel trains that may be 
using the HST system will operate at somewhere between 90 and 125 mph, and at 
maximum capacity expect to run 6 to 8 trains per day in each direction. 

1022-30 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-PU&E-03. 

The Authority would positively locate public utilities within the potential impact area (by 
probing, potholing, electronic detection, as-built designs, or through other means) prior 
to construction, in compliance with state law (i.e., California Government Code 4216). 
Where it is not possible to avoid utilities, they would be improved (e.g., steel pipe 
encasement) so that there is no damage or impairment to the operation of these utilities 
from the HST project, or relocated. If relocation is required, the Authority would work 
with the affected utility owner to relocate the utility and restore service to affected 
customers. Refer to Section 3.6.5. 

1022-31 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-13. 

1022-32 

The Statewide Program EIR/EIS for the California High-Speed Train System (Authority 
and FRA 2005) evaluated the expansion of roads and airports as an alternative to the 
HST for improving intercity travel in California. The Findings and Record of Decision for 
that EIR/EIS selected the HST as the best alternative to meet this transportation need. 
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1022-32 

The evaluation of alternative transportation modes is not relevant to the purpose and 
need of the Fresno to Bakersfield HST Section. 

1022-33 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-01, FB-Response-GENERAL-17, 
FB-Response-GENERAL-24. 

California has been planning a high-speed train (FIST) system since the formation of the 
High-Speed Rail Authority (Authority) in 1996. The extent of study to date is easily seen 
by visiting the online library posted on the Authority's website. 

By moving people more quickly and at lower cost than today, the HST System would 
boost California’s productivity and also enhance the economy. The commenter is 
referred to Chapter 1 of the Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS, which explains the HST 
System’s purpose, need, and objectives, including travel demand and capacity 
constraints; Chapter 2, which discusses the background of the HST project; FB- 
Response-GENERAL-01 , which explains why the project is not fully designed at this 
point; and FB-Response-GENERAL-17 which explains funding sources and that the 
estimated $6 billion needed to build the Central Valley backbone has been fully funded. 


1022-34 


Pursuant to NEPA and CEQA guidelines, all public comments collected during a public 
comment period are formally responded to in the Final EIR/EIS. Copies of comments 
received during the Draft EIR/EIS comment period can be obtained upon request. 
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Fresno to Bakersfield DEIR/EIS Comments October 18,2012 

Attention; California High Speed Ball Authority Board Members 
7701 street. Suite 800 
Sacramento, CA 95814 


Subject: CEQA/NEPA Comments Concerning the UFlR/ElS for the Proposed Fresno to Bakersfield 
Section of the California High Speed Rail Project 


Chairman Dan Richard and California Highspeed Rail Authority Board: 


1023-3 


1023-4 


Page 436 of 2063 Table 3.2-59 TR#12 Closures of roads. 21 roads on BNSF alternative? Safety of 
residences would be affected due to increased travel times for fire and law enforcement] 

Section 3.3 Air quality 

Page 480 of2068 impact W AQ#2 The VOC NOx PM10Pm2,5 could exceed the SJVAPCD thresholds. 
NEPA impacts substantia][ Valley already pays fines through DMV fees for non attainment on certain 
days, this will increase within this project I 

Page 4B5 of 2068 LAO reports that GHG will exceed any levels now. Offset of this build verses HSR 
benefit to air quality will not take place for 40 to SO years per LAO report. This El Ft states less than 6 
months of HSR operations will offset construction damages- Where is the EiR study that shows this? 

Page 514 of 2G68 Impact AQ#18 Odor impacts from operations. HSR engine electric-no Amtrak diesel 
(yes| If Amtrak uses HSR tracks yes will have odor and noise increases. 


My name is Jerry Fagundes and my wife and I are landowners within 75 feet of the proposed East 
Alignment through Kings County. We reside at 9786 Ponderosa Street, Hanford CA. 


Page 516 of 2066 337.2 Transportation conformity-does not apply to this project? This statement is 
backed by what study? 


1023-1 


I have attempted to review the Elfi/ElS for the Fresno to Bakersfield Section and I am enclosing 
comments based on some of the sections I attempted to read but unfortunately there was not ample 
time to review all sections and impossible to follow up with (he technical documents as l can not access 
these documents with my limited internet accessibility. I have only been able to work off of the copy of 
the EIR DVD that I obtained at the HSft office m Hanford, CA. I believe we should be allotted more time 
to review this lengthy document. 

Section 3-2 Trans*njrtatinn 


Section 3.4 Noise and. Vibration 

Page 3.4-3 "The Fresno to Bakersfield Section: Noise and vibration technical report provides details 
regarding noise and noise descriptors (Authority and FRA 2012} listed twite on page cannot find on DVD 
copy? Technical Reports should be available on DVD from the authcmrlty. 

Page 3.4-6 Table 3.4-2 Construction vibration damage criteria. See the Fresno to Bakersfield section. 
Noise and vibration tech nicaf report authority a nd FRA 2012 for description of the metrics not found I 


Page 3$9 of 2063 Changes in conventional passenger rail service mention of Amtrak Son Joaquin rail 
service as a feeder for HST system. Wo (CCHSRA-Citizens for California H Igh Speed Ra il Accountability) 
have been to meetings where HSR A has stated that they will have track ready so Amtr&k can run on HSR 
tracks until HST sets are ready to use. Mo EJR/EiS mention of testing for noise and vibration from diesel 
train sets. Not same train set connectors between cars to prevent derailing as we are told. H5T will not 
leave the track bed if train derails. However in 2011 EIR/^iS it stated 3.2-48 passenger rail service could 
be discontinued in Hanford/Corcoran/Wssco. Who decides if Amtrak goes on HST railway? When will 
this study be prepared? 

Page 426 of 2068 Table 3.2-46 "roadway segments V TRMMflE Add lane to SR19S? How do you 
propose to do this? CalTrans is just finishing a multi year project to go to 4 lane roadway. No room for 
an extra lanel 


Table 3.4-3 FRA noise sensitive land uses. 

Table 3.4-4 Land use category 2 Outdoor Ldn Residence Type B r residential 67 dba exterior 52 dba 
lnterior...Train is to be at 98 dba? 

Page 3,4-10 Last paragraph: middle of paragraph "This testing showed that all residential structures 
within a distance of 86 feet...Have potential to be impacted by vibration levels from the H5T project. 
Additional information technical report again stated as reference. How do you mitigate for vibration to 
residence, 

Pege3.4-13 Blab track used for elevated structures exceeding itMO ft. in length where operating speeds 
are planned for 220 MPH operations. Blab track would be 3 dba louder than Ballast and tie track, What 
will be our noise level at approximately 90 feet from track? 


Page 3,4-20 Noise and vibration measurement sites BN5F Alternative very few close to track line as 
proposed for East Hanford. Some tested for noise. No test for vibration? 

Page 428 of 2068 Table 3.2-48 Add signals to major traffic intersections including SR 198? Again who 
has told Caltrans about this change? 


Page 247 of 2068 Table 3.2-47 Add signal lights at SR198 intersections on 4 cross streets? Has CafTrans 
been informed of this major highway change? 
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California High-Speed Train Project EIR/EIS 
Fresno to Bakersfield Section 


Vol. V Response to Comments from I ndividuals Last Name D-F 


Submission 1023 (Jerry Fagundes, October 18, 2012) - Continued 


1023-5 


1023-6 


1023-7 


Page 3-4-33 BfiSP Hanford Cast Slab-Distance for moderate impact..,2110 to 2500 Feet,..sever impact 
within 2110 feel. The HSRA consultants have told me numerous times that vibration will only be within 
25' of elevated structures, no further out 

Page3.4-48 Annoyance from onset of B5T pass bys. Distance from center of track within which 
annoyance or surprise can occur would be 45 feel within row. Where did study come from? 

Table 3*4-23 Sensitive vibration receivers along bn$f alternative Hanford 3 residences ..addresses of 
affected homes? 

Page3.4-54 * Acquire easements on properties severely affected by noise. Who and when will this be 
told to affected homes. 

Table 3.4-29 past Hanford area number of severe residential impacts 173!! No sound wails? 

Page 3.4-64 East Hanford noise receivers severely impacted would not be mitigated by a sound barrier 
because they are shown to be economically unfeasible, they would receive other forms of mitigation 
such as building insulation or payment of property noise easements. How do you pay for property noise 
easements? Hanford West by pass.. .a Iso no sound barriers I N&V—MMflS. Special track work at 
crossovers and turnouts increased noise by 6dba over typical operations, Ponderosa community has 
turnouts and aerial strvctureS- 

Section 3.3 Hydrology and Water Resources 

No mention of number of ground water deep wells for farms or bouse wells affected by H5T 
construction and FLOW acquisition. Must know how many wells effected to allow monies to replace. 
When will this be addressed? 

Section 3,12 Socioeconomics' Communities and Environmental Justice 

Page 3.12-6 At this state of project design. Identifying the individual circumstances each partial 
aeq uisition of parcels Is not possible. How do you know your costs if you do not know required 
property? 

Page 3.12-66 “In the Ponderosa Road community..,! five on this street approximately 90 feet from track 
fine. I would like information on how this will affect my home and way of life. Jerry and Mary Jane 
Fagundes' Phone: 5595S4S017. " Footnote states that determination will be made at time of right of 
way phase of project. When? Date? 

Impact 5Off 9 effects of project operations on children's health and safety.,.building during construction 
would be a huge factor of pollution for many years. Must affect health of all of us along right of way I 

Page 3.12-fiO and 3.12-81 One rural residential subd i vision.. My comm unity 13 Myhomehsnota 
conventional home. Replacement of it would mean extremely high cost of like property and t hope that 
you know we will NOT be relocated into a convent ionai home 


MM SCM Meet with us? Shouldn't that have already taken place SO we know what to expect if our 
route is chosen? 

1023-8 section 4ff)/6{f) evaluation 

Page 1321 of 2063 Volume l Page 4-39 3 homes on west bypass routes are historic property and 
constitute a Section 4(f) use. "49 United States Code (U-S-C-) 303" Section 4(f}. Does this mean that 
they have to be avoided by H$T? 

4.1 Introduction under Section 4(f) an operating agency of the UJ- Department of Transportation may 
not approve a project that uses protected properties unless there are no prudent or feasible alternatives 
to such use and the project includes all possible planning to minimise harm to such properties. Again 
1023-91 refers to CHSR Train Fresno to Bakersfield Section: Revised supplemental historic property survey report 

1 (Authority and FRA 2012} of which I have no easy way to attain this information. 


Sincerely submitted, 

Jerry Fagundes 
9785 Ponderosa Rd. 
Hanford CA, 93230 


Member of: Citizens for California High Speed Rail Accountability 
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California High-Speed Train Project EIR/EIS 
Fresno to Bakersfield Section 


Vol. V Response to Comments from I ndividuals Last Name D-F 


Response to Submission 1023 (J erry Fagundes, October 18, 2012) 


1023-1 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-07. 

Environmental documents are written to a specific and legally required standard. Fact 
sheets, brochures, and summaries were provided to ensure widespread understanding 
of the environmental documents and ease tin finding pertinent information. Additionally, 
public workshops were designed to answer and solicit feedback on the documents and 
to assist the public with finding pertinent information. 

1023-2 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-01, FB-Response-GENERAL-13, 
FB-Response-N&V-02, FB-Response-N&V-03. 

1023-3 

Before construction is completed to widen the existing roadway, State Route (SR) 

198 will be modeled conservatively as one lane in each direction as the existing 
roadway, and two lanes in each direction as the future roadway. The mitigation 
measures in Table 3.2-46 proposed adding a lane in both directions along several 
portions of SR 198 under existing conditions. However, once the current construction 
project is completed, further widening would not be needed to address the impacts 
identified in Table 3.2-6. 

Any installation of traffic lights on SR 198 would have to be done by the California 
Department of Transportation (Caltrans) or under its oversight. As listed in Chapter 6, 
References, of the Fresno to Bakersfield Transportation Analysis Technical Report 
(Authority and FRA 2012n), numerous phone conversations and emails were exchanged 
between December 2009 to April 2010 with District 4 Claims Officers and Transportation 
Engineers. 

The HST project would not preclude Caltrans from constructing any planned road 
improvements. If proposed HST mitigation measures are constructed under a separate 
project, then the measure would no longer be required to reduce impacts. All 
improvements on state facilities will include consultation with Caltrans. 

Refer to Impact S&S #8 - Increased Response Times for Fire, Rescue, and Emergency 


1023-3 

Services from Permanent Road Closures of Section 3.11, Safety and Security, of the 
Final EIR/EIS. Because the project design would include coordination with emergency 
responders to incorporate roadway modifications that maintain existing traffic patterns 
and fulfill response route needs, effects on the response times by service providers 
would have negligible intensity under the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and 
would be less than significant under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). 

1023-4 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-AQ-02, FB-Response-AQ-04, FB- 
Response-PU&E-02, FB-Response-GENERAL-12. 

EPA and FRA determined the applicable conformity. 

1023-5 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-N&V-05. 

1) Technical reports were prepared to record additional details on the environmental 
setting, impact assessment methodology, and environmental impacts for the following 
environmental disciplines: transportation, air quality, noise and vibration, biological 
resources and wetlands, geology, hazardous wastes, community impacts, relocations, 
cultural resources, and aesthetics and visual resources. Preparation of technical reports 
is not required by CEQA or NEPA. CEQA and NEPA do not require that these reports 
be distributed for public review with an EIR/EIS. However, all of the technical reports 
except for the reports on cultural resources were posted on the Authority’s website for 
public review at the same time as the Draft EIR/EIS and the Revised 
DEIR/Supplemental DEIS. The availability of these technical reports was included in the 
notices to agencies, elected officials, Native American tribes, organizations, individuals 
on the project’s mailing list, and owners of land adjoining and near the alternative 
alignments. 

2) The metrics are found in Table 3.4-2. PPV and VdB are the metrics used to analyze 
vibration damage. 

3) The land use categories found in Table 3.4-3 are the land use categories that the 
FRA uses. 

4) The train will be 99 dBA SEL at a distance of 100 feet. This is a different metric and 
only deals with a single event. The noise metrics found in Table 3.4-4 deal with the 
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California High-Speed Train Project EIR/EIS 
Fresno to Bakersfield Section 


Vol. V Response to Comments from I ndividuals Last Name D-F 


Response to Submission 1023 (Jerry Fagundes, October 18, 2012) - Continued 


1023-5 

noise metric Leq. Hourly continuous equivalent noise levels (Leq's) are used as a 
cumulative noise metric over an hour. 

5) Vibration mitigation measures can be found in Section 3.4.7 of the report. Mitigation 
Measure N&V-MM#8 discusses potential mitigation measures for vibration. 

6) Your home has an ambient noise level of 55 dBA Ldn and will have a total noise level 
(sum of project and ambient noise levels) of 75 dBA Ldn, making the FTA noise impact 
severe. To reduce the noise impact on your residence, mitigation in the form of home 
improvements to reduce noise levels to below 5 dBA, such as adding acoustically 
treated windows, extra insulation, and mechanical ventilation may be required, as 
detailed in Section 3.4.6 in the Draft EIR/EIS. 

7) Vibration measurement locations needed to be meet certain criteria in order for 
measurements to be conducted. Measurements needed to be conducted near 
residences that were currently located near the existing BNSF rail line as well as the 
proposed HSR alignment. 

8) Table 3.4-14 does not deal with vibration impacts. It deals with moderate and severe 
impacts due to noise only. 

9) The study comes from the FRA High-Speed Ground Transportation Noise and 
Vibration Impact Assessment guidance manual (FRA 2005). 

10) The BNSF Alternative through Hanford is no longer being looked at as a potential 
alignment. 

11) Although the exact timeline for the start of property acquisition is undetermined at 
this time, property owners will receive at least 90 days notice if their property is affected. 
For more information on the property acquisition and compensation process, see 
Volume II, Technical Appendix 3.12-A. 

12) Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-N&V-05 

13) Figures 3.4-15 through 3.4-19 show the locations where the criteria were met for the 
construction of sound barriers for all HST alternatives. There would be a total of 178 
severely impacted sites along the western and eastern sides of the BNSF Alternative 
through Hanford, which would exceed the $45,000 mitigation allowance for each 
benefited receiver, and therefore would not be eligible for sound walls. As noted by the 
commenter, the BNSF Alternative would use mitigation in the form of building insulation 
or payment of property noise easements to reduce severe impacts along the area east 
of Hanford, including Ponderosa; see N&V-MM#3: Implement Proposed California High- 
Speed Train Project Noise Mitigation Guidelines. The Authority will contact property 


1023-5 

owners eligible to receive building insulation or payment of property noise easements 
prior to construction of the preferred alternative. 

1023-6 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-SO-01, FB-Response-AG-04. 

The HST right-of-way is approximately 100 feet wide. Although the HST may affect 
numerous wells, since it occupies a very small percentage of the Valley floor and wells 
are scattered throughout the Valley, it will affect only a very small percentage of the 
wells. As the construction details for the HST are finalized and land acquisition 
commences, the location of wells that will be impacted by the construction will be 
identified. The Authority will fairly compensate landowners for loss or disruptions to their 
operations during the right-of-way acquisition process. The amount of money needed 
will be determined as part of the program of land acquisition. For the above reasons the 
exact number of wells impacted does not need to be known to determine the 
significance of the impact. 

1023-7 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-SO-01, FB-Response-AQ-05. 

Page 3.12-6. Although the identification of individual circumstances surrounding each 
partial acquisition of parcels was not possible for inclusion in the Section 3.12 analysis, 
the right-of-way acquisition team is suited to make these determinations before the 
property acquisition and compensation phase of the project. These specific 
determinations do not preclude a calculation of the costs associated with property 
acquisition. 

Page 3.12-66. Impacts on the Ponderosa Road community are explained here. Please 
refer to the Executive Summary, S.11, Next Steps in the Environmental Process, for 
information on the schedule for the selection of the preferred alternative, publication of 
the Fresno to Bakersfield Section Final EIR/EIS, issuance of the FRA's Record of 
Decision and the Authority's Notice of Determination, property acquisition, and start of 
construction. The property acquisition and compensation process will only begin once all 
necessary legal processes have been completed, funding has been secured, and 


^CALIFORNIA #> of Transportation 

■ _ | _ ,, A Federal Railroad 

High-Speed Karl Authority 'w Administration 









California High-Speed Train Project EIR/EIS 
Fresno to Bakersfield Section 


Vol. V Response to Comments from I ndividuals Last Name D-F 


Response to Submission 1023 (Jerry Fagundes, October 18, 2012) - Continued 


1023-7 

construction is ready to begin. This is scheduled to begin in 2013 and last through 2015. 

Impact SO #9. In the long-term, the HST project would result in smaller increases in 
motor vehicle emissions than would occur with the No Project Alternative, and these 
reductions, along with the Voluntary Emissions Reduction Agreement between the 
Authority and the San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District, would offset any 
short-term emission increases associated with the construction and long-term operation 
of the HST system itself (refer to Section 3.3.6 of the EIR/EIS). 

Pages 3.12-80 and 3.12-81. As detailed in Section 3.12 of the RDEIR/SDEIS, Impact 
SO #7, up to half of the existing ranch-style homes in the Ponderosa Road community 
potentially could be displaced by the BNSF Alternative. In this location, residents enjoy a 
unique blend of amenities, and very few comparable, vacant, developed rural residential 
homes may be available as replacement properties. If so, it may be necessary to 
consider constructing housing of last resort, including rehabilitation of existing housing 
or relocation of the disrupted residential area to newly constructed housing elsewhere in 
the vicinity. Even if replacement housing were to be constructed to meet these needs, 
these replacements would not represent a substantial number of new homes, and 
therefore the impact would be less than significant under CEQA. 

Mitigation Measure SO-1. The public outreach process for the Fresno to Bakersfield 
Section of the HST has been extensive and includes hundreds of public meetings and 
briefings where public comments have been received, participation in community events 
where participation has been solicited, and educational materials have been developed 
and distributed to encourage feedback. These efforts are cited in Volume I, Chapter 7. 

1023-8 

The Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS identified potential Section 4(f) uses to historic 
homes from implementation of the Hanford West Bypass 1 and 2 alternatives. The 
BNSF Alternative also results in a Section 4(f) use to a historic property in the location 
where it parallels the Hanford West Bypass alternatives. Section 4(f) requires that the 
alternative that results in the overall least harm to Section 4(f) resources be selected 
when there is no feasible and prudent alternative that will avoid a Section 4(f) use. The 
Authority and FRA have worked to refine to the Hanford West Bypass alternatives to 


1023-8 

avoid and/or minimize impacts to these historic structures and a final, overall least harm 
determination is documented in the Final EIR/EIS. 

1023-9 

Please note that the document used for the Section 4(f)/6(f) evaluations in Chapter 4, 
Section 4(f)/6(f) Evaluation, of the Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS was the 
Supplemental Historic Property Survey Report (Authority and FRA 2012m). To protect 
cultural resources, this report was not distributed to the public at large. This report is 
available to qualified historians and archaeologists on request to the Authority and FRA. 
Requests for this and other cultural resources reports were made by several qualified 
individuals in Bakersfield and Kern County, and copies of the reports were provided to 
them. 
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California High-Speed Train Project EIR/EIS 
Fresno to Bakersfield Section 


Vol. V Response to Comments from I ndividuals Last Name D-F 


Submission 1024 (Kathleen Ellis Faulkner, Faulkner Law Offices, October 18, 2012) 


I Fresno - Bakersfield (July 2012+) - RECORD #328 DETAIL 


Status : 

Unread 

Record Date : 

10/18/2012 

Response Requested : 

No 

Stakeholder Type : 

CA Resident 

Affiliation Type : 

Individual 

Interest As : 

Individual 

Submission Date : 

10/18/2012 

Submission Method : 

Website 

First Name : 

Kathleen Ellis 

Last Name : 

Faulkner 

Professional Title : 

Lawyer 

Business/Organization : 
Address : 

Apt./Suite No. : 

Faulkner Law Offices 

City : 

Bakersfield 

State : 

CA 

Zip Code : 

93301 

Telephone : 

661-327-0601 

Email : 

kathleenfaulkner@me.com 

Email Subscription : 

Cell Phone : 

Fresno - Bakersfield 

Add to Mailing List: 

Yes 

Stakeholder 

High speed rail is long overdue. The benefits to our country and our 

Comments/Issues : 

state are manifold. We need to reduce our dependence on oil for 
transportation. We cannot afford the continued cost building more roads 
and maintaining the ones we have, nor the air pollution. 

EIR/EIS Comment: 

No 

Official Comment Period : 

Yes 
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California High-Speed Train Project EIR/EIS 
Fresno to Bakersfield Section 


Vol. V Response to Comments from I ndividuals Last Name D-F 


Response to Submission 1024 (Kathleen Ellis Faulkner, Faulkner Law Offices, October 18, 2012) 


1024-1 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-09. 
The commenter's support of the project is noted. 
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California High-Speed Train Project EIR/EIS 
Fresno to Bakersfield Section 


Vol. V Response to Comments from I ndividuals Last Name D-F 


Submission 1025 (Beatriz K. Fernandes, October 18, 2012) 


CALIFORNIA 

High-Speed Roil Authority 



Comment Card 
Tarjefa de Commentarios 


Fresno fa Bakersfield Nigh-Speed Train Section La Seaton de Fresno o Bakersfield del Tran th Alta Vclaeidad 

Revised Draft Environ menial Impact Report/ PtoyGtfo ftemsado da Informs de Impacto Ambfental/ 
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[Revised Draft EIR/Supplemental Drafl ElS) (Proyecto Revisado EIR/Proyeclo Suplementano ElS) 
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California High-Speed Train Project EIR/EIS 
Fresno to Bakersfield Section 


Vol. V Response to Comments from I ndividuals Last Name D-F 


Response to Submission 1025 (Beatriz K. Fernandes, October 18, 2012) 


1025-1 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-10, FB-Response-GENERAL-05. 

See EIR/EIS Volume I Section 3.12 Impact SO #9 for residential displacements. For 
information on new job creation and the resulting impacts to the regional economy see 
Volume I Section 3.12 Impact SO #13. Also see Section 5.1.2 of the Community Impact 
Assessment Technical Report (Authority and FRA 2012h) for more detailed information 
on short-term and long-term job creation. 
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California High-Speed Train Project EIR/EIS 
Fresno to Bakersfield Section 


Vol. V Response to Comments from I ndividuals Last Name D-F 


Submission 1026 (Cleotilde Figueroa, October 18, 2012) 


CALIFORNIA SfgglB Comment Card 

High-Speed Rail Authority Tarjeta de Commentaries 

Fresno Id Bakersfield High-Speed Train Section La Sercion do Fresno a Bakersfield del Tren de Alfa Velwidad 

Revised Draft Environmental Impact Report/ Proyecio Revisodo de Informe de Impacto Ambiental/ 
Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Statement Detfnracian de Impacts Ambiental Proycxio Supleinentario 
(Revised Draft EER/Supple mental Draft ElS) (Rroyecio Revisado Eifi/Pnayecto Suplemeniorio ElSf 

PI ease submit your completed comment cord at the Par favor antreguo su lorjeta complefada al final de la 
and of lha meeting, or mail to- reunion, o enviela par cameo □ la siguierita direction: 

Fresno to Bakersfield Revised Draft flR/Swppkmentoi Dreff ftf Comment, 770 t Street Suite SOfl, 5a frame into, CA 95814 



Tn f J extended comment period for Fresno 
to Bakersfield Hifh Speed Train Revised 
Draft Elft/SuppiemenraJ Draft EJ$; 
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California High-Speed Train Project EIR/EIS 
Fresno to Bakersfield Section 


Vol. V Response to Comments from I ndividuals Last Name D-F 


Response to Submission 1026 (Cleotilde Figueroa, October 18, 2012) 


1026-1 

Your opposition to the project is noted. 

Amtrak service will continue with the proposed project. 

Su oposicion al proyecto ha sido notada. 

El servicio de Amtrak continuara con el proyecto propuesto. 
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California High-Speed Train Project EIR/EIS 
Fresno to Bakersfield Section 


Vol. V Response to Comments from I ndividuals Last Name D-F 


Submission 1027 (J ames Fujita, J uly 26, 2012) 


I Fresno - Bakersfield (July 2012+) - RECORD #64 DETAIL 


Status : 

Action Pending 

Record Date : 

7/30/2012 

Response Requested : 

No 

Affiliation Type : 

Individual 

Interest As : 

Individual 

Submission Date : 

7/26/2012 

Submission Method : 

Project Email 

First Name : 

James 

Last Name : 

Fujita 

Professional Title : 


Business/Organization : 


Address : 

4734 W. Caldwell Ave. 

Apt./Suite No. : 

Apt. D 

City : 

Visalia 

State : 

CA 

Zip Code : 

93277 

Telephone : 


Email : 

jim61773@yahoo.com 

Email Subscription : 


Cell Phone : 


Add to Mailing List: 



1027-1 I 

1 Stakeholder 

Comments/Issues : 

1027-2 


Please get the high-speed rail line built as soon as possible. 

As a resident of the Central Valley who visits family in Los Angeles 
whenever possible, I would be a regular high-speed train rider if it was 
available here. I currently use Amtrak to get to Southern California and I 
would switch to HSR. 

I have used Japan's Shinkansen and I would love to see something 
similar here. 

I live in Visalia, so the nearest station for me would be the Hanford 
regional station. Obviously, the Hanford East location would be more 
convenient, but I could see advantages to the Hanford West location as 
well. 


In Japan and in Europe (and even here in the United States), train 
stations have been magnets for new growth and development. I would 
hope to see more than just a "greenfield" station for Hanford. I would 
expect to see a hotel or even a shopping center directly linked to the 
train station. 

The Hanford West station would appear to better located for this sort of 
development. However, there is no reason why Hanford could not direct 
growth to the east if the Hanford East route was selected. 

I would also expect to see local bus or even rail connections to the HSR 
station at Hanford. The Hanford East location is near the cross-valley 
freight rail line, which was studied for possible passenger rail a few 
years ago. 

1027-31 Please don't listen to the NIMBYs. 

James Fujita 

4734 W. Caldwell Ave., Apt. D 
Visalia, CA 93277 

EIR/EIS Comment : Yes 

Official Comment Period : Yes 
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1027-1 

To maintain its eligibility for federal American Recovery and Reinvestment Act (ARRA) 
funding, the Authority intends to begin final design and project construction in early 
2013. The Initial Operating Section (IOS) first construction is to be completed by 
December 2018. Service on the IOS is expected to start in 2022. 

Your support for the project is noted. 

1027-2 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-10. 

Your support of the proposed project is noted. There are two primary alternatives in the 
Hanford area: The BNSF Alternative (east of Hanford) and the Hanford West Bypass 
Alternative. 

The Authority used the information in the Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS and input 
from agencies and the public to identify the Preferred Alternative in this Final EIR/EIS. 
The decision included consideration of the project purpose and need and the project 
objectives presented in Chapter 1, Project Purpose, Need, and Objectives, as well as 
the objectives and criteria in the alternatives analysis and the comparative potential for 
environmental impacts. 

1027-3 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-09. 

Your support of the proposed project is noted. 
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Aaron Fukuda 

7450 Mountain View Street Hanford, CA 93230 


August 12.2012 

Chairman DatI Riirhard 
Califiwrtia High Speed Rail Autarky 
770 L Street. Suite 800 
Sacramento. California 

Subjeei: Revised Draft REECEIS; Fresno lo Bakersfield - Public Re view Extension 
Dear Chairman Richard and Authority Board Members. 

As a resident in California and «landowner who will be impacted by the High-Speed Alignment through 
Kings County I am requesting your agency allow the public an additional ^-days of review, which would 
make the Mai review lime Of I 'SO-days. In my review process I am currently finding lha.1 L am only 
approximately 1/3 of the way through the document. The current! task faced by myself and many others 
in the public is the ability to manage 15.000 pages of technical documentation, including reading, fact 
cheeking and note taking. Under the current time restraint* a person would be required to read 
approximately 17ft pages per day. The average person can read approximately 200 words per minute and 
lire average number of words per page in the DFIJR/EES is approximately 600 words (sample pages were 
sampled and word counts done Oil each page). 1’his means that it lakes 3 minutes to read each page and 
having to read 170 pages per day would mean a person would need 510 minutes (S.5 I tours) per day to 
review the DEIR/EIS. This only accounts for reading. Ihc ability to take notes and comment increases ihc 
time requirements significantly. 

t he reasons Jbraltowing a IRCMay review period arc as listed! 

* Ability to read, comprehend and comment cm 15,000^ pages of documents in 90-days is 
unrealistic and limits the transparent process ihc ’New" Authority has committed lo achieving, 

+ The liming of ihc review is problematic given its release during iIk late summer and conflicts 
yyilh family summer vacations and the beginning of school. The review period for this document 
also coincides with the main harvest and peak farming activities in tlie CcniraL Valley, Many 
farmers who have shown initiative to review this doc ument have not been allowed (he appropriate 
time lo coordinate ihe DE1R/F-IS review wish ibcir daily work schedules. 

■ Limbed access of documents makes access for many d i fficuli. Many of ihe people I ha vc been 
talking lo have attempted to access ihc document at public locations, however given limited hours 
of the locations, access is limited to the daytime. As many people work during the daytime it is 
difficult Ed rend the document at public Ideations. 

* The public generally works between 8t00 AM and 5:00 PM. tn my instance my workday begins 
at 7;ft0 AM and I am ahlc to get home around £:30 PM, My only availability lo direct my review 
is from approximately 7i00 PM and into the late evening. As the analysis provided earlier I 
would need 8.5 bouts each day to aecompl ish a Fit! E reading. minus any meaningful review. 

<■ It sltould be noLcd tbal review of (he PEIR/EI5 is not the only review req uired. As information is 
provided. 1 have found [hat given ihc tuck of details and in formal ion provided one musi search 
other source*, mainly the internet [ft verify the intbnnalinn and findings provided in the 
DELR/EIS. 

* Ihe Authority has previously granted the public a 160-day review period for Elbe Program mat if 
bIR. which was produced in 2005. The level of detail and analysis provided in the Program marie 
E1R is ssgnifieamly smaller, yd the public was allowed three-times the review period- The 

A UthQritV lias precedence to provide the public wilfo an adeqtcate review period. 


1028-1 


* The time period between the first relca.se of the Draft FI R.T.IS and Ihc Revised HI R/EES was 
never advertized nor described by (Ire Authority as a review period. The publ k generally hod no 
idea of why a Revised Draft EIR/EIS was being prepared nor when ii was going it) be released. 
Given my review of the previous document and Ihc Revised Draft EIR/EIS. it is not realistic to 
believe that just reading the highlighted area* * yields a fid I understand! ng of Ihe impacts, 

* The Authority has provided significant changes in the Draft E3R/ELS. Although changes are 
highlighted in the main document, changes made to Technical Documents and Appendices have 
up! been highlighted. Therefore, I along with the public are having to review all of these 
documents again lo determine if conflicts have been addressed and where changes have been 
made, 


Under California law (the California Environmental Quality Act), public participation is an essential pan 
of llw review process ic ensure that Lhere is a meaningful and effective comment and review period. 
Information gathered through this process will guide lead agency idenlitkation of impacts and 
deveEopmcnl of mitigation measures, Hy limiling the effective review period of the DEIR/EIK, Ihc 
Authority will ensure ihe public review process will be limited and ineffective. The high-speed rail 
project is a multi-decade project, The extension ofdft days for review will not significantly impact, ihc 
overa ll schedule. Also the greater amount of public participation and comments provided by the people 
who know ihc impacts the greatest will provide cost savings by knowing impacts ahead of the 
construction phase. 

Tor [he reason* ahnve. I request llutl tlte Authority grant myself and tbc public a IRfl-day Revised Draft 
EIR/EIS review period. This extension alleviates many of the issues listed above and accommodates a 
reasonable review lime for the public. As the Authority moves forward w-lth this project it is incumbcnl 
upon you to act responsibly and in protection of the public interest. This includes and should emphasize 
those who will be asked to ^lcrillce the most for this project. A failure to acknowledge this request will 
only signify lliat the old regime of the Authority is simply too entrenched to be replaced by a "Mew" 
Authority paradigm as has been touted by (he Authority in recent months. 


Sincerely, 

Aaron Fukuda 


ec; 

Kingsfoumy Bcwd of Supervisors 
Governor deny Brown 
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1028-1 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-07. 



CALIFORNIA 

High-Speed Roll Authority 


U,S. Department 
of Transportation 

Federal Railroad 
Administration 


Page 42-84 






California High-Speed Train Project EIR/EIS 
Fresno to Bakersfield Section 


Vol. V Response to Comments from I ndividuals Last Name D-F 


Submission 1029 (Aaron Fukuda, October 9, 2012) 


1029-1 


I Fresno - Bakersfield (July 2012+) - RECORD #247 DETAIL 


Status : 

Record Date : 

Response Requested : 
Stakeholder Type : 
Affiliation Type : 

Interest As : 

Submission Date : 
Submission Method : 
First Name : 

Last Name : 
Professional Title : 
Business/Organization : 
Address : 

Apt./Suite No. : 

City : 

State : 

Zip Code : 

Telephone : 

Email : 

Email Subscription : 

Cell Phone : 

Add to Mailing List: 
Stakeholder 
Comments/Issues : 


EIR/EIS Comment: 
Official Comment Period : 


Action Pending 

10/9/2012 

Yes 

CA Resident 

Individual 

Individual 

10/9/2012 

Website 

Aaron 

Fukuda 


Hanford 

CA 

93232 

cchsraorg@gmail.com 


I am reading the DEIR/EIS and one of the large assumptions lodged in 
the DEIR/EIS is the idea that the train can travel at 220 mph. Although 
this statement is made, I cannot find any evidence within the report that 
the system can travel at 220 mph. Although this seems to be a design 
feature, it does set the level of impacts associated with the project. Can 
the DEIR/EIS provide an analysis that the system can achieve 220 MPH. 
I cannot find any evidence in the world that there is a system 
successfully operating at 220 mph on a daily basis. If 220 MPH cannot 
be achieved it changes the project description. 

Yes 

Yes 
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Response to Submission 1029 (Aaron Fukuda, October 9, 2012) 


1029-1 

The requirements to design and construct a high-speed train system to operate at 
speeds of over 200 miles per hour (mph) and achieve the legislative travel time 
mandates are defined in Proposition 1 A, the project’s enabling legislation. The 
performance of the High-Speed Train System needed to achieve these requirements is 
documented in the California High-Speed Train System Basis of Design Technical 
Memorandum (Authority 2010b). 

The Authority evaluated high-speed trainsets from around the world to confirm that 
available train technologies could satisfy the project’s performance requirements. The 
evaluation is documented in the Selected Train Technologies Technical Memorandum 
(Authority 2008b) and the Trainset Configuration Analysis and Recommendation 
Technical Memorandum (Authority 2009c). High-speed trains in China have operated in 
revenue service at speeds of 220 mph and other high-speed train systems are planned 
to operate at 220 mph and faster as systems technology advances. Proven technology 
used elsewhere in the world demonstrates that high-speed rail in California will be able 
to operate revenue service at speeds of 220 mph. 



U,S. Department 
of Transportation 

Federal Railroad 
Administration 


Page 42-86 






California High-Speed Train Project EIR/EIS 
Fresno to Bakersfield Section 


Vol. V Response to Comments from I ndividuals Last Name D-F 


Submission 1030 (Aaron Fukuda, October 17, 2012) 


1030-1 


I Fresno - Bakersfield (July 2012+) - RECORD #306 DETAIL 


Status : 

Unread 

Record Date : 

10/17/2012 

Response Requested : 

Yes 

Stakeholder Type : 

CA Resident 

Affiliation Type : 

Individual 

Attorney or Law Firm? : 

No 

Interest As : 

Individual 

Submission Date : 

10/17/2012 

Submission Method : 

Project Email 

First Name : 

Aaron 

Last Name : 

Fukuda 

Professional Title : 


County : 


Business/Organization : 


Address : 


Apt./Suite No. : 



City : 

State : 

Zip Code : 
Telephone : 

Email : 

Email Subscription : 
Cell Phone : 

Fax : 

Comment Type : 
Add to Mailing List: 
Stakeholder 
Comments/Issues : 


CA 

00000 

559-707-8928 

afukuda77@gmail.com 


Issue (concern, suggestion, complaint) 

To Whom It May Concern: 

A few weeks ago I send a letter to the Authority requesting a time 
extension on the public comment period. With only three days left to 
read, 

analyze and comment on the extensive EIR/EIS, I would like to petition 
the 

Board to again consider an extension. 


Has the Authority decided to honor my request? I believe there are 
others 

who have requested the same privileged. I would appreciate an answer 
today 

in order to determine what I am up against for the next several days. 

I can be contact via email at afukuda77@gmail.com or my cellphone at 
559-707-8928. 


Thanks. 


Aaron Fukuda 

Subscription 
Request/Response : 

EIR/EIS Comment : Yes 


General Viewpoint on Unknown 

Project : 

Official Comment Period : Yes 
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Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-07. 
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California High-Speed Train Project EIR/EIS 
Fresno to Bakersfield Section 


Vol. V Response to Comments from I ndividuals Last Name D-F 


Submission 1031 (Todd Fukuda, October 18, 2012) 


Dsn Richard 

California High Speed Rail Authority 

RE: Revised Draft EIR/EIS Fresno to Bakersfield 


I have read the RDEIR/RDEIS part 3.14 Agricultural lands I find that there are many issues that 
are not detailed enough or not even documented at all. The following are the cpmrrMifllS 1 have, 
wanting them entered into record. 


1031-1 


1031-2 


1031-3 


1031-4 


1031-5 


l.Wlth the statement below, you dd not follow the guWdmes, and is there a stuUr comparing bwy991-5 and the curren* 
alignment to see which follows the guidelines the most 7 

3.14 PR. 1 The Statewide Program EIR/EIS (Authority and FRA 2005) concluded that the project would 
have a significant Impact on agricultural lands and committed to mitigation strategies and design practices 
to reduce those effects. These mitigation strategics and design practices Include avoiding farmland when 
selecting the HST alignment, situating the alignment adjacent to existing railroad rights of way or U.S. 
Geological Survey section lines that divide properties, and securing conservation easements to mitigate 
impacts Additionally, to the extent possible, the HST project has been designed to avoid existing railway 
spurs that service agricultural businesses (e g., by using overpasses). 

With the statement below who. and what organ.raixvns did each member represent in the agrlcdtural community? 
there were no references. 

3.14 pg. 9 The Authority created an agricultural technical working group to study specific issues related to 
agriculture and the effects of the HST on it. The working group ts evaluating project impacts to confined 
animal facilities, agricultural equipment, induced wind (pollination, bee, dust, and drift), agricultural 
infrastructure, and irrigation systems. 


t Even with descnpt>oni before this statement Is still confusing, please reference a hypothetical 

3.14 pg. 9 Thus, it is possible that a significant adverse effect may still exist when the intensity of 
the impact is determined to be negligible or even If the impact Is beneficial. 

4 , This fails under NEPA to review impacts other than acreage loss, such as farm labor, minority job loss 
due to the farmlands non farmable. Irrigation sets which would cause crop loss, and acreage loss, to 
determine the three categories 


i.14 pg 9-10 An impact with negligible intensity would be a farmland conversion that would not 
* measurable by FMMP, which uses a minimum land use mapping unit of 10 acres. Temporary 
mpacts (e.g., where farmland is restored following construction) also would be of negligible 
ntensitv. 


JjThcre were no CEQA impacts based on the criteria to see if other alternatives had greater or lesser 
impacts, comparisons to Hwy99 and 1-5. 


3.14 pg. 10 The project would result in a significant impart on agricultural lands if it would: 

• Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, Farmland of Statewide importance or Farmland of 
Local Importance (collectively, ‘Important Farmland"), as shown on the maps prepared pursuant 
to the FMMP of the California Resources Agency, to a nonagricultural use. 

• Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use or a Williamson Art contract in a manner that 
would result in conversion of Important Farmland to nonagricultural use. 

• Involve other changes in the existing environment that would result in conversion of Important 
Farmland to nonagricultural use because of their location or nature. 


1031-6 


1031-7 


1031-8 


1031-9 


1031-10 


1031-11 


1031-12 


gjh*fe is no funding for a below grade station. Where n funding coming for a below grade station option. 
How far would below-grade tracks go to the north and south for a below grade station 


3.14 pg. 25 at-grade and below-grade options 

7. 3.14 pg. 31 Hanford West Bypass 1 and Hanford West Bypass 2 you say arc similar but there is enough 
differences that they need to be listed, too vague and not acceptable for a final EiR/tlS. it also sets up the 
West as least impactful therefore according to this statement West alignment is your selected route. 


J, The EIR cannot define true impacts without adopting the SCS. 

3.14 pg. 39 However, smee S8 375-comptont SCSs have not yet been adopted and there are no 
data about their potential effectiveness, it is not known whether SCSs will effectively change is 
pattern of farmland conversion. 

^Farmers, Dairymen and landowners were not consulted with as to whether these classifications under 
NtPA and CEQA arc acceptable just because they are temporary land use. The land might have 
irreversible damage due to practices done on the land while being used. 


3.14 pg. 41 These are impacts with negligible intensity under NEPA and less-than-significant 
impacts under CEQA because the land would be used temporarily and restored; the land would 
not be permanently converted to a nonagricultural use. 

10 , Wc have comments documented that the HST will adversely affect aerial application. A bold 
statement that I think you can't back up 

3.14 pg 44 None of the alternatives would cause adverse wind effects on adjacent agricultural 
lands nor would they interfere with aerial spraying of the crops. 


it The conversion to non-farmablc IS not defines as to what makes the remnant nonfarmable You 
cannot refer to the FRA 2011, it was a separate document, and would not detail any changes from that 
report on. An updated guideline for the conversion is necessary for the reader to compre end u ly. 


3.14 pg. 44The Fresno to Bakersfield Section Draft Relocation Imparts Report (Authority and FRA 
2011) explains how analysts reviewed each affected parcel by alternative, considered usable and 
unusable remnants, and made preliminary recommendations for property acquisitions. Trie 
farmland conversion reported in this document reflects a 15% design level. As the design 
develops, this assessment will continue to be updated for the current property acquisition 


12. Ihe state will still need highway expansion and airport growth and also without the HST the Airports 
and highways veil expand on EXISTING TRANSPORTATION CORRIDORSI/ln Kings County and Hanford the 
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Submission 1031 (Todd Fukuda, October 18, 2012) - Continued 


1031-12 


1031-13 


development has already built a non walkabie city/county plan. Also when given a choice of living in a loft 
or livins with a family In a hope with a yard and on a large parcel of land, people will choose the large 
parcel home increasing the urban sprawl. 

3.14 pg. 45 the HST System would ease the pressure or the state's agricultural land base by 
reducing the need for expanding airports and freeways./ There is an opportunity to encourage 
walkaWe, more-concentrated development patterns 

IB. land will b« hard to mV and wlH authority resolve issues as non compatible irrigation systems, 
different cropping histories, different fall of the ground 

3.14 pg 48 This acreage is included in the permanent conversion data discussed above. 
Nevertheless, the Authority has committed to implement a Farmland Consolidation Program as 
part of the HST project, and will attempt to transfer these non-economic remainder parcels to 
neighboring landowners wherever possible to consolidate with adjacent parcels. 


Research. During the HST testing phase, the Authority will fund a program to undertake original 
research on the wind and noise effects of HST operations on agricultural activities. The Authority 
will engage qualified researchers within the University of California or California State University 
system to undertake this research. The researcher will be selected by the Authority through a 
request far proposal process. The research will indude monitoring of noise and wind effects at 
representative points along the test track. The research period will indude the testing phase and 
extend 2 years after commencement of revenue service. The Authority will publidy distribute a 
report of the findings of the research program. 

The research wil indude, but Is not limited to, the following subjects: 

• Generated wind speed, duration, and area of influence from HST trainsets at typical operational 
speeds. 

• Effects of HST-generated wind on the effectiveness of hooey bee pollination. 

• Dust production as a result of typical HST operations, induding entrainment and dispersal 
patterns of dust in the HST slipstream. 


1031-14 


14. With the size of agriculture equipment a shoulder plus added roadways right outside of the shoulder 
leaves a space for equipment and cars, even equipment/equipment to pats. With an overpass with 8ft 
shoulders on both sides are not sufficient, it needs to be expanded 15 20 ft on both ends at every crossing 
and underpass Also the question is it 27 feet from the top of the HST or the tracks? 

3.14 pg 48 The specifications are based on county road standards with shoulders 4 to 8 feet 
wide, depending on average daily traffic (ADT) volumes. The paved surface for vehicles would 
therefore range from 32 to 40 feet wide with a minimum clearance of 27 feet over the HST. 


• Generated noise levels and duration from HST trainsets at typical operational speeds. 

• Noise contours depicting modeled noise levels at distance from the tracks. 

• Practical methods for reducing effects on agriculture. 

18- in the Ag lands it does not refer to the cooperation of PCA's to growers to HST. The PCA would 
assume the same liabilities of the pesticide applicator 


1031-15 


IS. It is not the main paved roads, it is the pnvate dirt roads that provide quick access to many canals that 
in cave of a blowout where at most a 250 cfs canal can have a break, and added 5 minutes for travel can 
cause major damage 


1031-1 9 I li The Authority writes of permitting, that is the permits required to build There is not data m the 3.14 

section that refers to permits as in the changes growers would have to file with the Kings County Ag 
I Commissioners and what are the changes. 


1031-16 


1031-17 


Impact AG #8 - Effects on Irrigation Distribution Canals 

3.14 pg 55 Irrigation districts have raised concerns that the HST could cause increased response 
time to emergencies such as a canal blowout, the project would close very few public toads (see 
Appendix 2-A). Those roads that are dosed would typically result in 1 mile, or less, of out-of- 
direct travel. 

16 . This is just a joke. 1. At 10% of velocity is still 20 miles per hour, how much Is It 20 ft out according to 
your study, 30 ft. At how far out would you be violating Department of Pesticide Regulation rules. 2. it 
matters when there is a vortex, pesticides gets trapped in the vortex and gets carried alongside the tram 
anc slowly works its way down the track and deposited In bordering fields, I have not been satisfied even 
with the white papers that this has been stud *0 3 Bees, there has been a study on wing, has there been 
a study referring to the diesel engines pu on the tracks temporarily, the exhaust is an adverse impact. 4. 
The studies cited are based out nf Trance, which Is not US agriculture, it is also not a 220 mph train, the 
study was also referred to a personal communication, l think references that are published are the 
standard, a phone call docs not count and lastly the study was done in 1277 that was the main citing. 

3.14 pg 56 Impact AG # 10 — Wind-Induced Effects 

17 . No matter the research there is one thing that all the data will not overcome; reluctance of pesticide 
applicators and p«t control applicators to work with growers with fields bordering the HST due to liability. 
Crops lost and jobs lost. Will we, the growers have a say in which organizations do our research or is that 
an ag czar(which l think Is a joke) and authority decision. As a complete EiR/EiS these studies would have 
been finished anc included in the reports. It Is pathetic that they will do an EIR/EIS then after the finish do 
the research necessary. PATHETIC! 


1031-20 


1031-21 


20. Will land be solduiing local real estate agents so money stays in the local cities and counties. Win 
local people with the knowledge of the area be used as appraisers? 

3.14 pg 57 Farmland Consolidation Program. The Authority will establish and administer a 
farmland consolidation program to seB remnant parcels to neighboring landowners for 
consolidation with adjacent farmland properties. 


My fast comment is based on the mismanagement of funds the CHSRA has been given to throw 
away. I am writing my comments in a hst form to be sent with a group hand delivered to 
Sacramento. I find it irresponsible that we pay millions in a given day for consultants, for CEO's 
and for per diem fees for board members and we can't afford pre paid post card postage for the 
the comment cards. I would have to pay out of my pocket for each postage stamp. We delivered 
comment cards to people in low Income minority areas to write comments, first they didn't have 
transportation to get the cards, they did not have transportation to deliver the cards to the post 
office and if they wrote several comments as many of us did, they could not afford postage. 
Many of the people in these communities also did not have computers and many worked and 
libraries with available documents were open . So this is my last comment and I hope all 
comments are considered and all questions are answered. 



Todd Fukuda 
2033 mayfair Dr 
Hanford, CA 93230 
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Response to Submission 1031 (Todd Fukuda, October 18, 2012) 


1031-1 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-02, FB-Response-GENERAL-04, 
FB-Response-GENERAL-10, FB-Response-AG-01. 

As described in Section 1.5, Tiering of Program EIR/EIS Documents, of the Final 
EIR/EIS, in the 2005 Statewide Program EIR/EIS decision document (Authority and FRA 
2005), the Authority and FRA selected the BNSF Railway (BNSF) route as the 
Preferred Alternative for the HST System between Fresno and Bakersfield. Therefore, 
the project EIR/EIS for the Fresno to Bakersfield Section focuses on alternative 
alignments along the general BNSF corridor. 

1031-2 

The Agricultural Working Group (AWG) was established in July 2011 to assist 
the Authority with an independent advisory group that could address the issues being 
raised by the agricultural community. The representatives of this group are specialists 
and experts in their specific fields of agriculture. They include University of California, 
Cooperative Extension, California State University, governmental agencies, county 
agricultural commissioners and agri-business representatives. You can find a list of the 
members of the working group in the “Agricultural Technical Working Group - Update 
Memo” currently provided on the Authority's website. 

A series of White Papers were produced by this group and were presented to the High- 
Speed Rail Authority Board. The information contained in the White Papers produced by 
the Working Group is included in the Final EIR/EIS in FB-Response-AG-04, Severance 
- Farm Impacts; FB-Response-AG-05, Pesticide Spraying/Dust/Pollination; and FB- 
Response-AG-06, Confined Animal Facilities. The final White Papers are currently 
provided on the Authority's website. 

1031-3 

No, it is not possible to have a significant adverse effect within the definition of a 
negligible effect. That would make no sense. Adverse effects may exist when an impact 
is also beneficial. In such cases, the adverse effect is identified as adverse. 

Cumulative impacts consist of the accumulated effects of numerous individual actions, 
including those that may be negligible by themselves. Analysis of cumulative impacts 


1031-3 

discloses those situations where the project's individual contribution is small, but its 
contribution to the cumulative impact is considerable. The Land Evaluation and Site 
Assessment (LESA) analysis undertaken for agricultural effects is an example of an 
evaluation of cumulative impacts. 

1031-4 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-04, FB-Response-AG-02, FB- 
Response-AG-03, FB-Response-AG-04, FB-Response-GENERAL-05. 

The analysis also addresses impacts on communities. For information on the economic 
effects on agriculture see EIR/EIS Volume I Section 3.12 Impact SO #15. For a detailed 
analysis of the effects of the HST project on agricultural production, see Appendix C of 
the Community Impact Assessment Technical Report (Authority and FRA 2012h). The 
analysis in this appendix provides these results by county and by project alternative in 
terms of the number of acres of agricultural production loss, the resulting annual 
revenue loss in both dollar and percent terms for each type of agricultural product, and 
the employment loss. 

1031-5 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-02, FB-Response-GENERAL-04, 
FB-Response-GENERAL-10, FB-Response-AG-01. 

As discussed in Master Response FB-02, 1-5 and SR 99 were dismissed as potential 
alternatives in the 2005 Program EIR/EIS and there is no compelling reason to revive 
them. CEQA and NEPA require examination of the alternatives selected for analysis 
in an EIR/EIS. Alternatives that have been rejected require no analysis. Accordingly, 
there is no reason to make a comparison of the agricultural impacts between the 
alternatives selected for analysis in the Fresno to Bakersfield Revised 
DEIR/Supplemental DEIS and those that were not. 

1031-6 

The Kings/Tulare Regional Station is no longer considered a "potential" station. The 
Authority and FRA will construct a Kings/Tulare Regional Station in the vicinity of 
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Hanford as part of the project. Construction timing would be based on ridership demand 
in the region, and would occur during Phase 2 of the statewide project, sometime after 
2020 . 

As discussed in Section 2.4, Alignment, Station, and Heavy Maintenance Facility 
Alternatives Evaluated in the Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS, the Hanford West 
Bypass 1 and 2 alternatives include a design option where the alignment would be 
below-grade between Grangeville Boulevard and Houston Avenue. The below-grade 
Kings/Tulare Regional Station-West Alternative would be located along this alignment 
east of 13th Avenue, between Lacey Boulevard and the San Joaquin Valley Railroad 
(SJVR) spur. 

1031-7 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-02, FB-Response-GENERAL-04, 
FB-Response-AG-01. 

The text on page 31 of Section 3.14 is just describing the existing environment. The 
current existing environment for both Hanford West 1 and Hanford West 2 is very similar 
in terms of the types of farmland affected and whether or not they are adjacent to any 
dairies. Where detailed numbers are presented for the prospective impacts of the 
alternative alignments, the differences between the alternatives are reflected in different 
acreages of impacts. 

The Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS did not presuppose the selection of the preferred 
alternative. It simply noted that the Hanford West alternative alignment would have 
lesser impacts on agricultural land than would the BNSF Alternative that runs east of 
Hanford. The Preferred Alternative represents a balance of the least overall impact on 
the environment and local communities, cost, and constructability constraints of the 
project alternatives evaluated. The Preferred Alternative is reflected in the Final EIR/EIS. 

1031-8 

SB 375, adopted in 2008, requires California’s urban regions to achieve mandated 
greenhouse gas (GHG) reductions through coordinated transportation and land use. SB 
375 requires that California’s metropolitan planning organizations (MPOs) work to 


1031-8 

achieve GHG reduction targets for 2020 and 2035 for automobiles and light trucks. 
However, SB 375 does not dictate the quantity of new GHG reductions, nor the 
procedure for allocating responsibility among MPOs for achieving these reductions. The 
law stipulated that California Air Resources Board (CARB) adopt the regional targets by 
September 30, 2010, in consultation with the MPOs. Going forward, CARB must update 
the targets, at minimum, every 8 years. 

The heart of SB 375 is the requirement that each MPO develop and implement a 
Sustainable Communities Strategy (SCS) as part of its periodic regional transportation 
plan (RTP). The SB 375 process is iterative, dependent on RTP planning that occurs in 
4-year cycles in most California regions. SB 375 benefits can be enhanced over time, 
especially if new supportive federal and state programs are enacted. The Sustainable 
Communities Strategy (SCS) will coordinate land use, housing needs, and 
transportation/transit planning to meet the regional target for the reduction of GHG 
emissions from automobiles and light trucks established by CARB. Coordination is 
enforced by requiring transportation projects identified in the RTP to comply with the 
SCS in order to receive state and federal funding through the regional housing needs 
allocation. The requirements of SB 375 will be reflected in the 2014 RTPs adopted by 
the Fresno Council of Governments, Kings County Association of Governments, and 
Kern Council of Governments. While the HST project is a project that would reduce 
GHGs, it is not a land use or regional transportation plan and therefore would not require 
“adopting the SCS” as suggested in the comment. 

1031-9 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-SO-01. 

A temporary impact is a term applied to land that will be used for construction purposes 
of the HST and will be returned to the landowner once construction is completed. During 
the property acquisition process, losses in the value of the remaining property will be 
taken into account and compensation will be provided for the loss in productivity. 

The lead agency (the Authority under CEQA, the FRA under NEPA) is responsible for 
determining the potential significance of project impacts. There is no requirement that 
landowners be consulted in order to obtain their concurrence with the designated level 
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of significance. 

1031-10 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-AG-05. 

The Authority formed an agricultural working group to assist the Authority on agricultural 
issues. The working group is composed of university, government agencies, and agri¬ 
business representatives. The group completed a white paper on pesticide use impacts 
in 2012 (this paper is on the Authority's website). That white paper reports there would 
be no need for new spraying regulations around the HST, as it would be treated like any 
other transportation corridor. 

Statements regarding the termination of aerial application of pesticides within 0.25 mile 
of the HST alignment are an oversimplification of the aerial application process. To 
conduct aerial applications of pesticides, each farm must submit an application to its 
respective County Agricultural Commissioner, detailing what types of pesticide they are 
proposing to spray. It is after receiving this information that the Agricultural 
Commissioner places restrictions on the farm’s application of pesticides. These 
restrictions include, but are not limited to: buffer zones, aerial spraying height 
restrictions, mesh size limits, and wind speed restrictions. When creating these 
restrictions, the Agricultural Commissioner is looking at nearby sensitive receptors 
(transportation corridors, houses, business, etc.), the proposed pesticides to be sprayed 
(different pesticides have different spraying restrictions based on the manufacturer’s 
approved application rates), and several other factors that may influence environmental 
effects of pesticide application. As there are a large number of factors that influence the 
possible restrictions placed on aerial application of pesticides, an absolute statement of 
no spraying within 0.25 mile is not reasonable. There are several options available to 
farmers so they may not have new spraying restrictions placed on them by their 
Agricultural Commissioner. For example, the farmer could change the pesticides they 
are proposing to use that have fewer restrictions; they could also plant a different variety 
of crops next to the HST that does not require the application of pesticides with spraying 
restrictions. 

The Authority recognizes that possible changes to current spraying practice from the 


1031-10 

HST may reduce the productivity of a farmer’s remaining property. Those possible 
impacts would be taken into account by the appraiser at the time of right-of-way 
acquisition, and any diminution in value to a property owner’s remaining parcel(s) will be 
estimated by the appraiser through the appraisal process. This involves appraising the 
remainder as it contributes to the whole property value before acquisition, then 
appraising the remainder in the after condition as a separate parcel as though the 
project was constructed, and including any estimated damages to remainder, such as, 
cost of re-establishing irrigation systems, replacing wells, providing buffers for aerial 
spraying, etc. The difference between these “before” and “after” values is called 
severance damages and will reflect any loss in value to the remainder of the parcel due 
to the construction in the manner proposed. 

Land that may be affected by new aerial application restrictions would still be used by 
the farmer for agricultural purposes, as would new turning areas at the end of crop rows. 
Therefore, there is no conversion of agricultural land from project impacts to current 
aerial spraying practices; however, it is an economic hardship in terms of causing 
reduced production for the remaining parcels of a farm. As is the case with removing 
land planted in crops for use as equipment turning lanes, the need to provide a buffer for 
crop spraying will be analyzed and addressed at the appraisal stage with input from the 
property owners and managers, and experts in the field. 

In April 2013, the Authority reached an agreement with agricultural interests on 
mitigation of agricultural land impacts for the Merced to Fresno Section of the HST 
System (Authority 2013). Under that agreement, the Authority will acquire agricultural 
conservation easements for its impact on Important Farmland (i.e., land classified as 
prime farmland, farmland of statewide importance, farmland of local importance, and 
unique farmland) at the following ratios: 

• Important Farmland converted to nonagricultural uses either by direct commitment of 
the land to project facilities or by the creation of remnant parcels that cannot be 
economically farmed will be mitigated at a ratio of 1:1. 

• Where HST project facilities would create a remnant parcel of 20 acres or less in size, 
the acreage of that remnant parcel will be mitigated at a ratio of 1:1. 

• An area 25 feet wide bordering Important Farmland converted to nonagricultural uses 
by project facilities (not counting remnant parcels) will be mitigated at a ratio of 0.5:1. 


^CALIFORNIA #> of Transportation 

_ , r . - Federal Railroad 

High-Speed Karl Authority 'w Administration 








California High-Speed Train Project EIR/EIS 
Fresno to Bakersfield Section 


Vol. V Response to Comments from I ndividuals Last Name D-F 


Response to Submission 1031 (Todd Fukuda, October 18, 2012) - Continued 


1031-11 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-AG-03. 

The referenced Relocation Impacts Report describes how the affected parcels were 
analyzed. Referencing a document used in the analysis contained in an EIR/EIS is 
perfectly allowable under both CEQA and NEPA. 

1031-12 

The purpose of this project is to implement the Fresno to Bakersfield Section of the 
California FIST System to provide the public with electric-powered high-speed rail 
service that provides predictable and consistent travel times between major urban 
centers and connectivity to airports, mass transit, and the highway network in the south 
San Joaquin Valley, and to connect the northern and southern portions of the system. 
The capacity of California’s intercity transportation system, including that of the south 
San Joaquin Valley, is insufficient to meet existing and future travel demand. The 
current and projected future system congestion will continue to result in deteriorating air 
quality, reduced reliability, and increased travel times. The system has not kept pace 
with the tremendous increase in population, economic activity, and tourism in the state, 
including that in the south San Joaquin Valley. The interstate highway system, 
commercial airports, and conventional passenger rail system serving the intercity travel 
market are operating at or near capacity and will require large public investments for 
maintenance and expansion to meet existing demand and future growth over the next 
25 years and beyond. Moreover, the feasibility of expanding many major highways and 
key airports is uncertain; some needed expansions may be impractical or may be 
constrained by physical, political, and other factors. 

As discussed above, growth is expected to occur within the region under the No Project 
Alternative as well as with the HST System. High-speed rail would bring significant 
benefits to California, both in the near term and in the long run. It would benefit 
individuals and the state as a whole. Benefits would be statewide and would encompass 
both economic and environmental concerns. California’s population is growing rapidly 
and unless new transportation solutions are identified, traffic and congestion will only 
worsen and airport delays will continue to increase. The proposed 220-mph HST 
System would provide lower passenger costs than travel by air for the same city-to-city 


1031-12 

markets. It would increase mobility, while reducing air pollution, decreasing dependence 
on fossil fuels, and protecting the environment by reducing greenhouse gas emissions, 
and would promote sustainable development. By moving people more quickly and at 
lower cost than today, the HST System would boost California’s productivity and 
enhance the economy. In November 2008, California voters passed Proposition 1 A, 
which provides $9 billion toward the implementation of HST service in California. Please 
see the Statewide Program EIR/EIS (Authority and FRA 2005) for more information in 
regard to the rationale for building the proposed HST System. Also see the discussion 
under Section 1.2.4, Statewide and Regional Need for the HST System with the Fresno 
to Bakersfield Section. 

1031-13 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-SO-01, FB-Response-AG-03. 

The Authority will take responsibility for finding adjacent landowners and selling them 
the land under the Farmland Consolidation Program. This program is described in the 
project design features in Section 3.14. The commenter's opinion about the difficulty of 
selling this land is speculative and is not supported by substantial evidence. 

1031-14 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-11, FB-Response-S&S-OI. 

Eight-foot (8-foot) shoulders are consistent with the existing road condition, and Caltrans 
stopping-sight distance criteria were used in developing the length of roadway curvature 
for improved safety. Additional coordination with the farming community has been 
initiated and will continue through the design and procurement process. 

The 27 feet is measured from the top of the HST tracks. 

1031-15 

Authority policy is to provide roadway overpasses approximately every 2 miles, resulting 
in no more than 1 mile of out-of-direction travel for vehicles to cross the HST tracks. In 
most locations in the Fresno to Bakersfield Section, roadway overpasses would be 
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provided more frequently, approximately every mile or less, because of the existing 
roadway infrastructure. Consequently, out-of-direction travel would be limited to 
approximately 1 mile in nearly all locations in the project area. The Revised 
DEIR/Supplemental DEIS, Section 3.11.6, explains that the project design would include 
coordination with emergency responders to incorporate roadway modifications that 
maintain existing traffic patterns and fulfill response route needs, resulting in negligible 
effects on response times by service providers. Section 3.11.5, Safety and Security 
Environmental Consequences, of the Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS provides 
additional detail regarding emergency response time during HST operations. Due to 
vehicle size and weight requirements, it is not common for emergency responders to 
use a private roadway. 

1031-16 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-AG-05. 

The Authority formed an agricultural working group to assist the Authority on agricultural 
issues. The working group is composed of university, government agencies, and agri¬ 
business representatives. The group completed a white paper on pesticide use impacts 
in 2012 (this paper is on the Authority's website). That white paper reports there would 
be no need for new spraying regulations around the HST, as it would be treated like any 
other transportation corridor. 

The white paper "Induced Wind Impacts" examined the potential for airflow from the 
train to create wind. It found that the induced wind speed would be 2.3 miles per hour at 
30 feet from the train. This distance is well within the right-of-way of the system, so 
induced wind at the edge of the right of way would be very small. Note that HST 
trainsets are very streamlined and applicable and are not directly comparable to the 
wind effects of a typical freight train, even at higher speed. The typical HST trainset is 
sealed, with windows that cannot be opened, and no gaps between cars. If pesticide 
applicators apply pesticides close to the HST tracks in accordance with the existing 
regulations there should be no liability. If they fail to meet those regulations, the 
applicator would be liable for damages. 

Statements regarding the termination of aerial application of pesticides within 0.25 mile 


1031-16 

of the HST alignment are an oversimplification of the aerial application process. To 
conduct aerial applications of pesticides, each farm must submit an application to its 
respective County Agricultural Commissioner, detailing what types of pesticide they are 
proposing to spray. It is after receiving this information that the Agricultural 
Commissioner places restrictions on the farm’s application of pesticides. These 
restrictions include, but are not limited to: buffer zones, aerial spraying height 
restrictions, mesh size limits, and wind speed restrictions. When creating these 
restrictions, the Agricultural Commissioner is looking at nearby sensitive receptors 
(transportation corridors, houses, business, etc.), the proposed pesticides to be sprayed 
(different pesticides have different spraying restrictions based on the manufacturer’s 
approved application rates), and several other factors that may influence environmental 
effects of pesticide application. As there are a large number of factors that influence the 
possible restrictions placed on aerial application of pesticides, an absolute statement of 
no spraying within 0.25 mile is not reasonable. Several options are available to farmers 
so they may not have new spraying restrictions placed on them by their Agricultural 
Commissioner. For example, the farmer could change the pesticides they are proposing 
to use that have fewer restrictions; they could also plant a different variety of crops 
adjacent to the HST that does not require the application of pesticides with spraying 
restrictions. 

The Authority recognizes that possible changes to current spraying practice from the 
HST may reduce the productivity of a farmer’s remaining property. Those possible 
impacts would be taken into account by the appraiser at the time of right-of-way 
acquisition, and any diminution in value to a property owner’s remaining parcel(s) will be 
estimated by the appraiser through the appraisal process. This involves appraising the 
remainder as it contributes to the whole property value before acquisition, then 
appraising the remainder in the after condition as a separate parcel, as though the 
project was constructed, and including any estimated damages to remainder, such as, 
cost of re-establishing irrigation systems, replacing wells, providing buffers for aerial 
spraying, etc. The difference between these “before” and “after” values is called 
severance damages and will reflect any loss in value to the remainder of the parcel due 
to the construction in the manner proposed. 

Land that may be affected by new aerial application restrictions would still be used by 
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the farmer for agricultural purposes, as would new turning areas at the end of crop rows. 
Therefore, there is no conversion of agricultural land from project impacts to current 
aerial spraying practices; however, it is an economic hardship in terms of reduced 
production for remaining parcels of a farm. As is the case with removing land planted in 
crops for use as equipment turning lanes, the need to provide a buffer for crop spraying 
will be analyzed and addressed at the appraisal stage with input from the property 
owners and managers, and experts in the field. 

The commenter offers only their unsubstantiated opinion regarding the trapping of 
pesticides "in the vortex" and effects on bees. Similarly, the commenter offers no 
evidence why studies of wind effects performed in other countries would not be 
applicable here. 

Documented personal communications with an expert is a valid type of reference and is 
commonly used in CEQA and NEPA practice. 

In April 2013, the Authority reached an agreement with agricultural interests on 
mitigation of agricultural land impacts for the Merced to Fresno Section of the HST 
System (Authority 2013). Under that agreement, the Authority will acquire agricultural 
conservation easements for its impact on Important Farmland (i.e., land classified as 
prime farmland, farmland of statewide importance, farmland of local importance, and 
unique farmland) at the following ratios: 

• Important Farmland converted to nonagricultural uses either by direct commitment of 
the land to project facilities or by the creation of remnant parcels that cannot be 
economically farmed will be mitigated at a ratio of 1:1. 

• Where FIST project facilities would create a remnant parcel of 20 acres or less in size, 
the acreage of that remnant parcel will be mitigated at a ratio of 1:1. 

• An area 25 feet wide bordering Important Farmland converted to nonagricultural uses 
by project facilities (not counting remnant parcels) will be mitigated at a ratio of 0.5:1. 

1031-17 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-AG-05. 


1031-17 

The conclusions in the Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS are based on the currently 
available literature studies on these topics. There is no literature on California's FIST 
because it is not in operation. The Authority is committed in its project design features to 
undertake original research during the testing and early operations periods of the HST 
System (see Section 3.14.6). The results of that research will be used to refine future 
operations, if necessary. 

1031-18 

The Authority has no influence on the liabilities assumed by pesticide applicators and 
agricultural pesticide control advisors. The HST will be a new transportation corridor that 
farmers in the area do not currently have to deal with. The pesticide applicators and 
agricultural pesticide control advisors currently deal with transportation corridors 
throughout the San Joaquin Valley. In a white paper on pesticide use impacts produced 
by the Authority (this paper is on the Authority's website), it was found that no new 
regulations would result from the HST. This means that both the pesticide applicators 
and agricultural pesticide control advisors would deal with the HST in the same manner 
as they deal with all other transportation corridors they encounter. 

1031-19 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-01, FB-Response-GENERAL-04, 
FB-Response-SO-01. 

In EIR/EIS Section 3.14.6 Project Design Project Design Features, the Authority accepts 
the responsibility to help all agricultural operations affected by the HST to re-permit any 
permits that need to be changed. 

To conduct aerial applications of pesticides, each farm must submit an application to its 
respective County Agricultural Commissioner, detailing what types of pesticide they are 
proposing to spray. After receiving this information the Agricultural Commissioner places 
restrictions on the farm’s application of pesticides. These restrictions include, but are not 
limited to: setbacks, aerial spraying height restrictions, mesh size limits, and wind speed 
restrictions. When creating these restrictions, the Agricultural Commissioner is looking at 
nearby sensitive receptors (transportation corridors, houses, business, etc.), the 
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proposed pesticides to be sprayed (different pesticides have different spraying 
restrictions based on the manufacturer’s approved application rates), and several other 
factors that may influence environmental effects of pesticide application. As there are a 
large number of factors that influence the possible restrictions placed on aerial 
application of pesticides, an absolute statement regarding the permits that may need to 
be changed on a farm-specific level is not reasonable. 

Several options are available to farmers so they may not have new spraying restrictions 
placed on them by their Agricultural Commissioner. For example, the farmer could 
change the pesticides they are proposing to use that have fewer restrictions; they could 
also plant a different variety of crops adjacent to the HST that does not require the 
application of pesticides with spraying restrictions. 

1031-20 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-SO-OI, FB-Response-AG-02, FB- 
Response-AG-03. 

1031-21 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-07, FB-Response-GENERAL-16, 
FB-Response-SO-07. 

The Authority appreciates the suggestion and will consider it for future public outreach 
as the project progresses. 
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7450 Mountain View Street. Hanford. California 93230 
email: afukuda77'«:gmail.com 


California High-Speed Train Project EIR/EIS 
Fresno to Bakersfield Section 


October 18.2012 


Fresno to Bakersfield DEIR/EIS Comments 
Attention: California High Speed Rail Authorit) Board Members 
770 L Street. Suite 800 
Sacramento. California 95814 


Subject: C F.OA/NF.BA Comments Concerning the DE IK/EIS for the Proposed Fresno to 
Bakersfield Section of the- California High Speed Kail Project 


Dear Chairman Richard and California High Speed Rail Authorit) Board: 

Last fall the California High Speed Rail Authorit) (Authority) released the Draft Environmental 
Impact Rcport/I: nvironmental Impact Statement for the I resno to Bakersfield Section o! the 
California High Speed Rail Project for public review. In carl) October 2011 the Authorit) 
announced that due to comments provided the Authority would be removing the Dralt EIR/F.IS 
from public review as the Authorit) attempted to integrate an alternative alignment through the 
Kings County area call the Hanford West Bypass. The announcement came very late in the 
public review process and my review of the Draft EIR/EIS had progress to about 30% of the 
entire document. 

The amount of time spent reviewing the Draft EIR/EIS last fall included approximately 250 
hours of review I he outcome of that review are the attached notes and comments. Although 
these comments arc provided for the previous Dralt EIR/EIS. many of the comments arc relevant 
to the current Draft EIR/EIS that is under review for the Fresno to Bakersfield section of the 
HSR Project. Please ensure that the questions and comments provided are addressed and the 
Draft EIR/EIS reflects the adjustment to the document and the cost estimates. Once the changes 
arc made I ask that the Authority release the Draft EIR/EIS for another lull 180 dav public 
review process to ensure that the concerns indicated in the attached documents have been 
addressed. Only after the comments are addressed and released for another public rev iew can the 
Authority under its lead agency status approve the Draft EIR/EIS for finah/ation. 


Sincerely. 


Aaron Fukuda 
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Comments provided by Aaron Fukuda 
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Figure 3.11*4 

This figure does not show the Kings County Houston Avenue fire stat.on This -s a new 
fire station that serves the County and was strategically selected for its proximity to 
critical roadways and location in relation to the two stations that it replaced. Also located 
at this sne IS the Kings/Tulare Fire Training facility, which serves Kings and Tulare County 
public safety training. Lastly, located at this facility <s a helipad, which houses two life 
flight helicopters that serve emergency services from Bakersfield to Fresno 

Recommendation: Correct the map to indicate the facilities located at Houston Avenue 
and ensure that all analysis and determinations ensure that the facilities are accounted 
for. -- 

IS 

LAW ENFORCEMEMT 

The Authority has not provided any analysis of County Shemff crime rates cr response 
times in this analysis. The alignment through Kings County travels through rural 
aanculturai areas where law enforcement is served by the Kings County Sheriff During 
the Coordination Process, the Sberriff submitted questions to the A.itho r .ty, however 
those to date have not been answered. Recommendation The EIR/EIS should provide 
an analyss of law enforcement statistics for Kings County and the potential impact that 

IS 

Come rates in Fresno and Bakersfield, where the stations would be located, were 

compared to crime rates in the state. 

Can the Authority please confirm witlxn the section and acknowledge to the reader that 
the Kings Station is not included in this project, therefore inchoating the lack of analysis of 
crime rates m tOngs County This section only analyzes or discusses crime rates in Fresno 
arvd Bakersfield. Recommendation: Provide an analysis of crime rates in Kings County 
arrt -o porum.ai imnacts to resooose times q.ven the aliqnmcnt throuch Kmqs County. 

15 

Three air ambulance services operate in the study area: out of the Fresno Community 

Regional Medical Center, the San Joaquin Community Hospital, and the Kern Medical 

Center. 

This document fails to identify the life flight response team that is located at Houston 
Averue, approximately 1/2 miles to the east of Highway 43. This facility will be impacted 
by the overpass constructed on Houston Avenue. This station is critical to the Valley 
because it provide medical air support to the area between Fresno and Sekersfie'd. The 
remainder of this section must address this facility and reevaluate the impact based on 
this new station. Changing locations of this facility will impact response times and 
logistics. Recommendation: Provide recognition and discussion of the helicopter medcai 
response facility located on Houston Avenue and ensure that the document provides a 

or moving this facility. This analysis snouid be reconciled w.tti the rest of the document 
to ensure the appropriate findings and information are provided to the reader ana the 
deas^n maker. --- 

22 

Safety and security areas of concern include the potential for accidents to passengers, the 
public, and -—* 
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us statement indicates that an analysis of impacts to existing public safety services is 
it analyzed. This is an analysis of the safety of the project, however does this document 
laiyze the impacts of this project on existing local safety service'’ If emergency personei 
e required to respond to incidences with the HSR including vandalism investigations, 
edical responses and false alarms, the EIR/EIS does not address the impacts to local 
en’orgencv ’vssonse sev COS. _____ 

Standard implementation of a construction safety and health plan dunng construction 

would reduce risks to human health dunng construction and, therefore, effects would be 
negligible under NEPA and impacts would be less than significant under CEQA for all 
alignment and HMF alternatives. 

This document does not given enough detail as to the mpacts and mitigations in regards 
to construction safety for the reader to conclude that there are less than significant 
impacts. The Authority is required to provide an analysis of the potential for construction 
safety issues and document those in this section. Tlie EIR/EIS does not 
information m regards to the construction safety and health plan for the reader and the 
dMson make «< esmn «1° IM construction safety. . 


Table 3.11-7 


s due consta 
5 d in section 3.2 on page 51. 
:hat would be closed due to tf 
also have to be closed during 

>4lU! 


It WOu 
on. If tt 


nth the 


NEPA a' CEQA 


t of road Closures 
ton provides those 
that these roads 
eflect the true 


Criminal activity around HST construction sites would be typical of the types of crimes 

that occur at other heavy construction sites such as theft of equipment and materials or 
vandalism after work hours. 


however does not provide analysis of the 
does include measures a contractor may 
impacts to the response of the local She< 
enforcement. Shemff Robinson pointed 
2011 (Letter is included with this packet] 
increase the cost to the Sh 
other safety concerns that 


wever does not indicate any 
pacts it wilt have on local iaw 
n a letter date Apni 


A study of potential response rates a 
to the reader and decision maker so 
construction impacts can be assess* 
• Number and type of vandal 

. A r> i ElU 


id the impacts 
the Authority 

response to these construction thefts will 
and also reduce the availability of resources to respond to 
l be present as a part of the No Project Alternative The 
low the reader or decision maker enough information to 
ie impact of construction safety on local :aw enforcement. 

?d costs and impacts should be presented 


idy items: 


caused by con 


The above is no: an u<”.auscve-ist ami si--m- j--I it, .-■> Y. -i- w -i —- --- 

This approach is sometimes referred to as crashworthiness, as both of the lead vehicles, 
or locomotives, are designed to withstand the impact of a collision (Aldrich 2006). 


This approach is sometimes referred to as crashworthiness, as both of the 

or locomotives, are designed to withstand the impact of a collision (Al drich 2006). If 
applied to al l tr ains, this approach ensures that the trams woul d _ be of like wcg htjnd— 



strength and the impact would be distributed equally to the two trams involved in a 
collision. The result is a safer operating environment with a very heavy lead vehicle. 

The word "if* in this statement indicates that the Authority has not determined the safety 
feature to be implemented as a part of this project. The reader is not given enough 

26 

Design of HST systems takes a different approach for ensuring safety of passengers from 
a train to tram collision. This approach is known as collision avoidance (Wyre 2011; Rao 
and Tsai 2007). 

This document was not included as a part of the EIR/EIS. nor was I able to find it on the 
internet. The Authority should provide this document and recirculate the document for 
public review. ------ 

26 

HST systems take advantage of a system design approach in which the HST, 

train collisions was called "positive traction control." Can the Authority explain the 

27 

As a result of Implementing this system design approach, the direct effects from trainto- 

train collisions are not expected to occur under NEPA and impacts would be less than 
significant under CEQA. 

There are very few cases m reality that ane definite, as this statement is alluding to. The 
Authority has not provided enough data from ether foreign or local information to 
indicate that rvo accidents will occur. Recently China had an acodent were several people 
died due to a failure in the same system. An analysis of the ndership forecasted to be on 
a tram, and the potential for failure of this system including the potential for fatality 

impacts Recommendatw A full analysis of rider ship versus potential for accident and 
fataiit.es should be included for the reader to ascertain the potential for a tram to-train 
accident This information will help the reader and decision maker make an appropnate 
level of impact.—- 

27 

A horizontal separation of approximately 100 feet between the centerlines of adjacent 

conventional and HST trackways has been determined to be a distance sufficient to 
require no additional protection (FRA 1994). 

This document was not included as a part of the EIR/EIS, nor was I able to find it on the 
internet. The Authority should provide this document and recirculate the document for 
oublic review. - — 

27 

Where a railroad line Is less than 100 feet from a HST track and both are at ground level, 
additional protection may be required, Including the use of earthen berms and swales or a 
physical bamer. The need and type of protection is subject to the distance between tracks 
and the risk of a derailment 

The Authority should prov-de analysis and information regarding the need and specific 
measures to prevent railroad accidents. The reader :s not given enough information to 
know the true risks and impacts associated with adjacent railroad accidents. The 

Authority is postponing this analysis until a later time, whxh does not ahow for a proper 
analysis under NrPA and CE0A. 


In the analysis of collision with vehicular traffic, the Authonty ana mis document aoes r.o. 

equipment shauld.be provided such .that me reader and dec son maker has the- 
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appropriate ievd of information to make a informed decision on the impact of n 

ISR. 


The HST tracks would be grade-separated and the roadways improvements near the 

stations and along the alignment would comply with design standards for pedestrian and 
bicycle safety. Therefore, effects to pedestrian and bicycle safety would be beneficial 
under NEPA and impacts would be less than significant under CEQA. 

entty, bicycle and pedestrian traffic located around the alignment trough Kings County 


ntly found on dirt road with only a< 
iroject will force pedestrian and bicycle traffic on to rur, 
iccommodate either modes. Therefore, pedestrian and 
>sk of accidents with vehicles. The Authority is request 
K>tent« 2 l effects of forcing all modes of transportation o 

mxsSs 


xcyde traffic will be at a g 
o make an analysis of the 
to county njral roads, wh 


The project design includes fire warning and suppression systems, such as sprinklers, as 

well as emergency exits and notification systems. With implementation of these design 
features and the standard operating provisions listed in Section 3.11.6, Project Design 
Features, the risks to human health resulting from fire and explosion would result in 
negligible effects under NEPA and less than significant impacts under CEQA. 


Authonty and thi 
respond ti 


docui 


s to address impacts to thos< 
HSR. The Authority ts reque 
;se calls for fire suppression and iaw enforcement a 
rider of the County. Sherhff Robinson posed the $c 
'/ever no answer was provided. The EIR/EIS also d 


t win have c 
h April 11, 

; enough 


n fo« 


r to c 


whi 


:udy of I 


Mppn 


ide that ttx 
ntiai for fin 
example, < 
sure are n< 


proto 


i ful 


an electric. 


e contam 


re is started c 
, how are the 


In most mstam 

lust be called to assist. How will firemen respc 
220mph 7 How will a firemen access trains stuck on elevat 
access the trainset while it *s in a fence comdor 7 Recomn 
does not provide enough analysis for the reader or deos*o 
decision as to the current understanding or future potenti<! 
can be responded to. The EIR/EIS should include a better 
efforts. 


jin traveling at 
1 How will fireman 
The EIR/EIS simply 
3 make an informed 


Road crossings in rural areas would occur approximately every 2 miles. Because the 

project design incorporates roadway modifications to maintain existing traffic patterns and 
removes many existing at-grade crossings of BNSF tracks, the response times of service 
provides would be improved. This improvement would be a beneficial effect under NEPA 
and no impact under CEQA. 

The Authority seems to be inconsistent on the number of crossing per mile. This section 
indicated one every 2 miles, however on drawings and <n other sections crossing are 


i accordance with standard engineering design requirements (NFPA International 2001) 


30 

As discussed above, project design features have minimized the potential for tram 

accidents; therefore, local response to accidents is not expected to be required as any 
modent would be extremely rare. 

The reader was not given enough evidence to support this statement. Items such as 
vagrants, vandalism, false alarms, animals and theft were not addressed by eariier 
sections. If an issue does arise, the Authonty has not established if the local fire and 
safety response teams will be responsible. If burdened with real, perceived or even false 
emergencies, local agencies must use limited resources to handle HSR issues. The use of 
valuable resources therefore diminishes the ability to meet existing emergency service 

The Authority cannot overtook many of these items and must provide more data and 
:-.formation to suooort these incorrect statement. 

30 

For emergency preparedness, however, the Authonty would collaborate with local 

responders to develop a Fire and Life Safety Program for emergency response in case of 
an accident or other emergency 

The preparation of this plan indicates that there is an impact to local emergency services, 
therefore the Authority shall analyze the impacts on local emergency services including 
the distribution of resources, fiscal impacts and training of staff to handle unique 
circumstances associated with the HSR. 

31 

Kings County has zoned land in the vicinity of the station site for commercial 

development, and the station could help accelerate this development. 

The land has traditionally been zoned for aqrcuiture 

32 

None of the proposed HST facilities would penetrate the Part 77 surfaces for the Staton 
#4 heliport. Therefore, the project would have no effect on the heliport under NEPA and 
there would be no impact under CEQA. 

The E1P/EIS .mproperiy analyzes the heliport at Houston Avenue. This facility is part of 
the Firesiabon «4, which means that there are shared facilities. This includes buildings 
and utilities. The overpass at ttvs location will remove these facilities and therefore 
require the heliport to be moved. If the heliport is moved, this will obviously impact 
response times and potentially incur other impacts due to anotlier locaton. Therefore the 
EIR/EIS does not provide a full and suitable analysis of the impacts to the heliport 
Recommendation: The EIR/EIS should provide a sufficient investigation into impacts on 
the Kmqs County heliport to determine the true nature of the impacts. 

34 

Because of this dam safety program, the potential risk of Inundation of the HST due to 
dam failure is considered to be small. Therefore, the effects of this hazard are considered 
negligible under NEPA and impacts would be less than significant under CEQA. 

The Authonty has not provided enough information for the reader to render the 
conclusion that this .s negligible under NEPA and less than significant under CEQA. No 
data O' information has been provided m the DSOD findings or results. However both 

Lake Success and Lake Isabella are currently being held under water constraints due to 
seismic concerns. The Authonty should also prov-de a historical overview of flooding m 
the Tulare Lake Bottom to conclusively show that hooding -s not an issue. Lastly, the 
Authority addressed flooding due to reservoir storage behind a dam, however the area is 
also sudiect to fioodinq from natural water courses that do not have a flood control dam. 

34 

Criminal activity, such as theft and violence, could occur on trams and at station facilities. 
Terrorists could target the stations, tracks, or trains for the potential to inflict mass 
casualties and disrupt transportation infrastructure. The HST design would include access 
control and security monitoring systems which could deter such acts and facilitate early 
detection. They would also help to prevent suicide attempts. The system features include 
sensors on penmeter fencing, closed-circuit television, and security lighting where 
appropriate. These system features would reduce the potential for successful cnminal and 
terrorist acts to negligible effects under NEPA and less than significant Impacts under 

CEQA. ----1 
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1032-27 



This section and discussion represents the sparse dis 

cussion of potential impacts and the 



anaiys>s that this document re 

presents. The docume 

:nt does not address who is to 



respond or handle any crimlna 

il or terronst activity or 

i the tram. Will local law 



enforcement be forced to respond to these incidence 

s 7 Has the Authority anaiy 2 ed is 



(oca! law enforcement is prepared to handle these ca 

ises in and around a HSR 7 Given the 



recent terronst attacks on vulr 

lerable facilities, has tf 

le Authority conducted any study on 




>e reader is presented 

to very little to no information that 



would lead to a negligible or k 

»ss than significant fine 

ling Recommendation: The 



Authority is requested to cond 

uct a cnminal and tern 

ortst threat analysis, along with an 



analysis of who and how shall 

law enforcement respi 

and. This information will alow the 

1032-28 


reader and decision maker the 

: appropriate level of if 




decisions. 




38 

As the project is implemented and creates an increased demand for services, pay a fair 
share impact fee to local service providers for the increased services attributable to the 



project. 

Please provide more details to 

i the reader on this mit 

•gation measure Does the local law 



enforcement, fire protection a 

nd other services bill tt 

ie Authority for added costs 7 Is this 



a one time fee 7 In the future 

if response frequency 

increases to HSR related issues, can 



the locals request more funds 

from the Authority, or 

who shaii they request it from 7 How 



tfocs d ioc&l agency dctcrrninc 

* what costs to expect 

if ail security threats and plans nave 



not been anaiyred’ Where w 

ill the fees come from' 1 

1 Has this fee been incorporated into 



the operation and maintenanc 

it fees 7 




The EIR/EIS fails to provide a 

n analysis of impacts t< 

3 local law enforcement and fire 



safety. The EIR/EIS does not 

provide a description i 

af how these agenc.es will interface 



with the HSR project in respa 

riding to emergencies e 

»nd does not provide an analysis of 



additional responses, access, 

reared special equipr 

nent, procedures for interfacing with 



tneHSR. The EIR/EIS also dc 

not include an anal 

ysis of potential increases m staff 



required to respond to issues 
to provide analysis of these is 

and concerns. Recommendation: The EIR/EIS -s required 
sues as it pertains to iaw enforcement and f»re protection 

1032-29 


services. Without know the if 

npact to these agencie 

s the EIR/EIS has failed to address 



the impacts that would affect 

response times and cc 

ists associated with addressng 



current agency issues. 





The EIR/EIS does not addresi 

; the relocation or renv 

oval of Fire Station it 4 m Kings 



County. This Station is new to the County and was I 

built to replace two stations. If this 



station is moved, the ISO rati 

ngs for nomes surroun 

ding the station will change, therefore 



causing a change >n insurant 

? rates. The EIR/EIS S 

hould look into the impacts that will 

1032-30 


be caused by moving Station 

44. The analysis shot 

ild also include the impacts associated 


with the helioad integrated m 

to the station. 



— 

The EIR/EIS does not eddres: 

s the fire training cente 

:r located just east of the Kings 



County Fire Station *4. This 

training facility provide 

*s invaluable education to our local fire 



crews both in Kings County a 

nd Tulare County. The 

: EIR/EIS does not address this facility 



and is reauested to include tr 

ie faoiitv in the anaiysi 

1- 
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The purpose of this project is to implement the Fresno to Bakersfield Section of the 

California HST system to provide the public with electric-powered high-speed rail service 
that provides predictable and consistent travel times between major urban centers and 
connectivity to airports, mass transit, and the highway network in the south San Joaquin 
Valley, and connect the Northern and Southern portions of the system. 

This Statement n the E1R does not properly describe the project laid out m the remainder 
of the document. The EIR for this project, which is from Fresno to Bakersfield does not 

eiectnca* power to this sector of track The reader, decision maker and public do not 
nave any ability to judge the success of need of this project if electricity is not at >leto b® 
implemented as a part of this project Example: After the tracks have been laid, the 
Authority attempts to provide power to the rail ana discovers regulatory, ®^9^ eer,r ^o r 

project objectives are now lost Recommendations: Stnke the statement that discusses 
etectnc powered high speed rail, as this is not the intent or outcome of Uvs project. The 
intent of this project is to install facilities that would potentially serve as a h^h speed ra-i 

13 

UPRR operates 25 to 30 freight trains per day, and BNSF Railway operates 35 to 40 
freight trams per day through Fresno (Council of Fresno County Governments 2010a). 

G.ve r i the cose pro*.m:ty of the HSR to local freight trams, the poteima. for accident and 
fataiit.es is .ncreased by pacing the project along the BNSF. The EIR does not address 
this increase in nsk, nor provides any mitigation or safety factors. The EIR also does not 
address alternatives that wou«d reduce or eliminate this potential fatal exposure. 
Recommendation: Prov.de an analysis of safety concerns when located near any freight 
• n a te- iaVves anaiyss that won n -r 1 

23 

The 2011 RTP indicates that the HST alignment must be within the SR 99 corridor through 

the San Joaquin Valley rather than the 1-5 corridor or coastal alignment; and that the HST 
must connect the major population centers within the San Joaquin Valley with theLos 
Angeles Basin and the Bay Area. Most local governments in the county support HST 
service to existing downtowns. Outlying suburban stations may require substantial local 
costs to provide connecting transit service to key activity centers downtown, and may 
encourage premature development. 

The EIR exhibits this statement from the Kings County 2011 

local agencies to be located the SR 99 comoo- The EIR also does not reconcile or 

CEOA these must ne earned out at the .same evei of deta.i and unflerstanq-nfl.- 
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Section 3.02 Trans porta tion 


Page 

Comment 

7 

Traffic counts were conducted in November 2009 to collect turning movement volumes 

during the peak-hour traffic penods (generally 7 a.m. to 9 a.m. and 4p.m. to 6 p.m.). 

In the rural ag areas, d*d the Authority take into account the heavy farming equipment 

agricultural activities have tapered off. Peak traffic conditions occur during the spring, 
summer and fall months. The study also neglected an entire 7 hour period from 9:00 AM 
to 4:00 PM. During this time, traffic patterns are not obtained for lunch hour and also 
during the peak agnculturai equipment movement period Recommendation: To capture 
the average traffic patterns the Authority should conduct a spring, summer or fall m the 
rural and agricultural areas, which will better reflect the impacts to rh.s area. Traffic 
volumes should also be conducted throughout the entire proposed section for an 
afternoon pened. 


22 

SR 198 is two lanes in each direction west of SR 43. and one lane in each direction east of 
SR 43. SR 43 is one lane in each direction within the study area. 

Highway 198 .5 currently under construction to be two lanes m each direction east of 
Highway 43. Recommendation: EIR/EIS should reflect the two lanes in each direction 
east of Hghwav 43 and mate all appropriate adjustment m stud as and finding. 

23 

Table 3.2-8 

Can the Authority please verify the LOS for the intersection of Highway 43 and Lacey 
Boulevard. This is a very congested intersection that is withm dose proximity to the 
Highway 198/Highway 43 on/ofT ramps. This intersection is a very critical Junction as it 
serves a small community to the east, a school to the east and also acts as an entrance to 
Hanford to the west. It is difficult for me to believe that the LOS for this intersection is 
better than a D. Recommendation: Please reflect the intersection o# Lacey Boulevard 
and Highway 43 and provide the necessary adjustments to the EIR/EIS studies and 
findings. ..— 

23 

The Kings/Tulare Regional Station study area, located northeast of the SR 198 and SR 43 
interchange, is in a rural area with no existing bike or pedestrian facilities. 

By placing th* alignment on outskirts of Hanford, >t limits the potential for encouraging 
pedestrian or bicycle use of the station. However, if pedestrians or bicyclists do attempt 
to access the station, there are no provisions within the EIR/EIS that would allow safe 
access to the Station. Recommendation: The location of tins station presents a major 
safety concern and could lead to fatalities when trying to cross Highway 43 and should be 
reflected as a significant impact with no current mitigation. An analysis of this safety 
concern shou'd also be addressed in subsequent safety sections. 

25 

Figure 3.2-10 


39 

The connectivity that all project alternatives would provide between local and regional 

transit and the statewide HST System would result in beneficial impacts for commuters 
and local residents. 

It is inappropriate for the Authonty or this document to make this c’aun without prowling 
any evidence that it will provide beneficial impacts. In the case of Kings County, the 
alignment is approximately 3 miles from the downtown area, In an area dominated and 
ionec for agncuiture. There are no transportation linkages In that area. 

Recommendation- EIR/EIS should provide documentation and studies indicating the 

48 

Chapter 1.0 desenbes air travel service at Fresno-Yosemite International Airport, and 

Meadows Field Airport in Bakersfield. Fares for travel from these airports to San Francisco 
or Los Angeles are relatively high, especially with respect to the cost of travel by 
automobile. The HST would compete and would be expected to draw an estimated 16 
travelers/day that would otherwise take a plane from or to Kern County (Meadows Field), 
and one flight is predicted to divert from the Fresno/Madera area Airport. The reduction of 
air travel would meet the purpose and need of the HST project. Hence, this would be a 
beneficial aspect of the project and is consistent with the goals set for the project. 

Authority please explain how these numbers were derived’ Please cite a study or 
report that shows now these numbers were determine. A so, when one flight is removed, 
wiiat size of flight this is projected to be’ Can the Authonty also verify that these 
numbers are correct. Recommendation: Provide evidence and data that supports the 
findmas of this statement. The EIR/EIS should also perform an economic analysis on the 
impact that would be seen by the airline industry and its supporting industries near the 
airport. ,---— 

48 

With the introduction of HST service, the Amtrak San Joaquin rail service may be adjusted 

to function as a feeder servee to the HST System. With the Introduction of HST service, 
passenger rail service could be discontinued at Hanford, Corcoran, and Wasco. Existing 
nders would shift to HST service as it becomes available (for example, for Bay Area to 

Fresno trips). The San Joaquin route could be particularly important as a connecting 
service during Phase 1 HST operations, prior to the extension to Sacramento. There would 
be a negligible impact under NEPA and a less than-significant impact under CEQA because 
existing passenger rail service would not be limited or worsened as the HST maintain 
service between major cities on the San Joaquin route. 

For the residents of Kings County this * a Significant Impact. Much of the downtown is 
centered around the Amtrak Station. Has the Authonty conducted an impact analyss on 
the elimination of the Amtrak station m Hanford and the economic impacts to the 
community’ Did the Authonty analyze the income 'evei of riders usng Amtrak versus the 
cost of a HST ticket’ Recommendation: The EIR/EIS does not provide a further study of 
the subsequent impacts of removal of the Amtrak station and service from Hanford. An 
analysis should be undergone to understand the number of people that utilize Amtrak and 

ndicates 187,000 nders). An analysis should also be done to show the impact of no 

Amtrak service and tne Subsequent socioeconom.c impact to Hanford,-—— 

48 

As with the Amtrak San Joaquin service, intercity bus service is likely to change as a result 

of the introduction of HST service. Many riders could switch to HST service, although the 
bus service pricing might help retain some riders. 

48 

Because the future plans for the intercity bus service are not defined, the project impacts 
were not analyzed. 

Authonty should analyze what impacts would be incurred q.ven^current 
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analysis and impact. 

49 

The change in VMT represents total number of vehicle miles driven that would be 

removed from regional roadways. This is a net benefit to transportation and traffic 
operations because a reduction in vehicle miles traveled helps maintain or potentially 
improve the operating conditions of regional roadways. The reduction of ADT on regional 
roadways is considered beneficial to the project. 

Recommendation: Please provide evidence how the numbers created m Table 3.2-12 
were derived. Did the analysts take into account 

1. The increase traffic due to the movement of vehicles and farm traffic that must 
travel around closed roads and no longer be able to travel between fields. Please 
see the attached Crete T Farms analysis of extra miles added to one farming 
operation. This analysis should be conducted for all farming operations to 
determine if the VMT should be reduced in the table 

2. The analysis should also analyze the potential traffic increase due to the removal 
of the Hanford, Corcoran and Wasco Amtrak stations. Ridersh-p from these 
stations are $»gnificant and approximately 187,000 riders, 18,000 nders and 

14,000 r.der respectively. These nders will now nave to travel to Fresno ana 
Bakersfidd and therefore will add VMT and 'ower the numbers In the tab*. 

3. Od the analysis take into the account the socioeconomic usage of the rail in the 
valley and the increased traffic that would deter people from using the HSP. 

People who once used Amtrak may now use cars to travel long distances because 
ticket prices may be set above an Amtrak Ticket. This would add increased VMT 
arvd reduce the numbers in the table. 

4. The EIR/EIS also alluded earlier that there will an influx of growth from people 
moving from urban areas that are seeking cheaper housing and access to the 

HSR. This increased populate will bnng more traffic to the area when not 
commuting to work This increased traffic will add VMT to the Central Valley and 
decrease the numbers in the table. .., . - 

50 

Kings County, three roads would be closed (9th, North, and Douglas avenues), but ai' 

other roads can maintain crossings or would be shifted/modified to avoid the HST within 
Kings County 

The EIR/EIS sites the road closures incorrectly. lansmg Avenue in Kings County will also 
be closed. Recommendation: Provide the appropriate reference number of road closures 
and adjust any studies of findings to reflect the additional road closure. Also provide a 
road closure and traffic impact for all roads being dosed in Kings County. This study 
shou'd provide alternate routes and ootentia' increase in VMT 

51 

There may be potential impacts associated with property access as a result of these 

closures depending on the availability of alternative access routes. Because of potential 
property access issues, the road closure impacts are considered to be moderate under 

NEPA and significant impact under CEQA because local residents and commuters would 
experience worsening transportation service level due to the need for new access routes 
or Increased travel times and congestion from redirected traffic to adjacent roadways 

D-d the Authority analyze the impacts to properties that vvl lose access due to the 
overpasses 7 Did the Authority look at impacts to traffic due to the agricu.tural traffic 

the HSR Please see the Circle T Farms materials attached to this document, which wii 

63 

One potential site was studied for the Kings/Tulare Station. Primary access would be from 
SR 43. 

Tl'.e EIR/EIS labels this station as 3 potential" station. Recommendation: Provide a 



definition of "potential'. Please identify if this station will be constructed as a part of this 

project, or will only be optional. If optional, the description and analysis as a part of this 
project should be removed. There -s no guarantee that this station will be built and 
cannot be added to this project as a part of the analysis. 

65 

the Authority and FRA have approved $600,000 in planning funds to assist local 
junsdictions around the Kings/Tulare Station to plan to make these goals a reality. As 
part of this effort, the Authority may provide a portion of the Kings/Tulare Regional 

Station parking in downtown Hanford, Visalia, and/or Tulare. Reducing the number of 
spaces provided at the station area would allow for more open space areas around the 
station, discourage growth at the station, encourage revitalization of the downtowns, and 
reduce the development footprint of the station. Location of station parking in downtown 
areas would be done in consultation with local communities to avoid traffic congestion. 

The Authority is planning to alter the traffic patterns ard development of Downtown 

Hanford as a part of this project, however I cannot find any analysis of the impacts to 
downtown traffic or the economic impacts to the downtown area. The statement 
provided also md<cates that a study is to be conducted in the future, however the reader 
and the decision maker are not given the results of this study to determine its feasibility 
or impacts. Questions- 

• Would the proposed transfer of people from cities be sufficient to support the 

HSR station 7 

• What form of regional transportation would he used, what would be the traffic 
impacts, air quality impacts and socioeconomic impacts of that system 7 

• What impacts wi.l be incurred with parking lots in the downtown areas 7 Wilt 
buildings need to be demolished 7 

Recommendations: To comport with NEPA and CEQA, the EIR/EIS must provide the 
appropriate analysis at the time of the release of the EIR/EIS for the reader, the public 
and the decision maker to have enough information to retain a judgment of impacts. The 
EIR/EIS should therefore be amended with the proposed study and re*ase for another 

: ic review ;^eriod. 

66 

kings/Tulare Area Freight Impacts - As the proposed HST service would operate on 

an elevated structure through the Fresno Station area, it would not create any conflicts or 
impacts to UPRR freight operations. 

The EIR/EIS has an error in referencing the "Fresno Staton" and the "UPRR" in the 
Kinos/Tulare impact statement. Recommendation: Correct error. 

82 

Maintenance of Pedestrian Access. Prepare specific construction management plans 

to address maintenance of pedestrian access during the construction period. 

Under CEQA the EIR shall identify mitigation measures for each impact (see CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15126.4 subdivision (a)(1)(A)). The mitigation measure must be fully 
enforceable through permit conditions, agreements or other lega'ly binding instruments. 

The Lead Agency is also precluded from making the required CEQA findings unless the 
record shows that all uncertainties regarding the mitigation of impacts have been 
resolved; and the agency may not rely on mitigation measures of uncertain efficacy of 
feasibility (Kings County Farm Bureau v. City of Hanford (1990) 221 Ca!.App.3d692, 727- 
/28). The EIR/EIS improperly defers the analysis and mitigation measure to some point 

82 

Maintenance of Bicycle Access. Prepare specific construction management plans to 

address maintenance of bicycle access during the construction period 

Guidelines SectwV5l26.4 subdivision (a)(1)(A)). The mitigation measure must be fully 

and re agency may not reiy on m-tigaHon o u- 'Ceria.n efficacy.o.- 
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feasibility (Kings County Farm Bureau v. City of Hanford (1990) 221 Cal.App.3c692, 727 
728). The EIR/EIS improperly defers the analysis and mitigation measure to some point 

82 

During construction mere ts going to be a significant restriction of traffic in and around the 

construction and road closures’ 

89 

TaWe 3.2-31 

There is an incorrect label. The table indicates Seventh Street and Sixth Street. 

Thatshould be 7th and 6th Avenue. Can the Autnority please provide evidence that the 
inclusion of signal lights along Highway 198 has been studies and is planned or acceptable 
to CALTRANS. 

90 

Table 3.2-31 

Can the Authority please provide information that would show that the stgnaticabon as 

location H^way^^Sn the Authority also provide evidence that CALTRANS has 
reviewed this information and can concur that it is acceptable for these two highway 


There was no discussion on the impacts associated with overpasses. Overpasses wiD alter 

the traffic pattern and access to adjacent properties. The Authority should provide an 
analysis of the impacts associated wth overpasses. 


How does this project intend to address the large farm equipment that must utilize rural 

roads’ How will :arqe farm eau pment be impacted and addressed at overpasses’ 


Is there a potential for increased road maintenance due to construction. This project will 

increase the amount of large construction equipment near rural roads. Increased loading 

*d4tiofv*! hiirrifn on our Countv resources to operate and maintain these roads. 


Has the Authority coordinated the road closures, signaling and traffic impacts with 

CALTRANS The document does not seen to make reference to any coordination with 
CALTRANS Ptease provide evidence that the proposed mitigations and analysis that was 
done meets CALTRANS future and current plans. 
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1032-57 


1032-58 


1032-591 


Page 

Comment 

13 

Traffic data for the air quality analysis were derived from traffic counts and other 
information developed as part of an overall traffic anafysis for the project. 

were observed are critical for the Kings County area. Tim*ng of the study is important 
being that dunng seasonal operations, K.ngs County will see a su'ge of vehicular traffic to 

certain bmes o# the year, they may not capture the true traffic patterns. 

Recommendation; Provide a footnote or citation where to find the information utilized to 

16 

The on-road vehicle GHG emission analysis was conducted using average daily VMT 

estimates and associated average daily speed estimates, which were calculated for each 
affected county. GHG emission factors were estimated from EMFAC2007, using 
parameters set within the program for each individual county to reflect travel within each 
county and statewide parameters appropriate for each county. 

Where m the EIR >s the report and analysis’ Does Hie VMT estimates take into account 

• Increase VMT due to the presence of the HST alignment. Ptease see the attached 
Circle T Farms analysis which show what one fanner must do to move vehicles 
around the HSR. The net Increase for one farmer could be as high as 20,000 
miles per year. 

• Increased VMT traveled due to the loss of an Amtrak station and the potential tor 
no station in the Kings/Tulare area. This will force drivers from Visalia, Tulare, 
Hanford, Corcoran, and Wasco to travel to Fresno to access tram service 

• Did the analysis take into account future traffic due to increased population 
caused by the HSR. As panted out in the document, there tS a potential for the 

HSR to create commuter traffic and this will lead to high traffic patterns in the 
valley- . . . , 

Recommendation: Provide support documents for the VMT study and a.so ensure that 
the above issues are addressed --- 

16 

According to EMFAC2007, fuel economy factors are forecast to improve only slightly 
between 2008 and 2035. However, this conclusion does not consider recent regulatory 
actions that will likely result in substantial future improvements in fuel economy and CO? 
emission factors. 

The Authority made no attempt to factor in any improvements in fuel ecortomy tor 

Recommendation: The EIR/EIS should reflect current and future laws and regulations 

biased toward the beneficial side of the HSR. 

21 

URBEMIS 2007 uses emission factor data for off-road equipment using the OFFROAD 

2007 and EMFAC2007 models._ 
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There is a discussion of the methodology used and a reference to a report that was done, 
however the results are not indicated in this section so the reader does not have an idea 
of what the levels were that were calculated as they read. Given the volume of this 
report is oronitutive to be cross referencmq A summary of data should be provided 

22 

Emissions from the exhaust of trucks used to haul material to the construction site were 

calculated using the heavy-duty truck emission factors from EMFAC2007and anticipated 
travel distances of haul trucks withm the San Joaquin Valley Air Basin (SJVAB). 

There is a discussion of the methodology used and a reference to a report that was done, 
however the results are not indicated in this section so the reader does not have an «dea 
of what the levels were that were calculated as they read. Given the volume of this 
report is prohibitive to be cross referencing. A summary of data should be provxJed. 

34 

SlH 

The data from the tables indicate that in general the particulate material is decreasing. 

Th.s would indicate that implemented measures are working. Did the Authority calibrate 
the-r models witn this information to ensure that the future projections will work’ 
Recommendation: Provide evidence to the reader and the decision maker that the 
reduction in particulate matter has been decreasing and factor this m to the analysis for 
the HST. 

38 

The KCAG and TCAG 2011 RTP both discuss the background and purpose of the high 

speed train through the Central Valley. However, the HST project is not included In the 
unconstrained projects listed in Appendix II of the KCAG 2011 RTP (KCAG 20l0a) or in 
Appendix 0 of the KCAG 2011 FT1P (KCAG 2010b) and is therefore not part of the air 
conformity analysis. In addition, the TCAG air conformity anafysis Appendix B 
(Transportation Project Listing) d»d not list the HST project, and therefore the HST project 

Did the Authority consult with these agencies to discuss the impacts of the HST on their 
plans? These plans took years to develop and made plans and assumptons that may not 
include the HST Impacts that now must be incorporated in their reports and may change 
the outcome. Was an analysis done on the impact the HST and the potential for conflicts 
with these plans'* Recommendation: Coordinate with the local KCAG and TCAG to 
determine the >mpact of the HST on current and future plans. Ensure that the HST abides 
by the air conformity analysis for each area to ensure that the potential for air quality 
concerns are adc-essed ____ . 

38 

Although the HST project Is not currently included in the Fresno COG, KCAG, TCAG, or 

Kern COG transportation conformity determination, it is anticipated that the next revision 
of the Fresno COG, KCAG, TCAG, or Kern COG RTPs will include the operation of the HST 

The Authority Is assuming that an analysis will be done in the future to determine 
conformity, however this should be conducted as a part of this report to ensure that there 
is conformity. What ts the outcome if a region determines it is not m conformity in the 
future however HST has already begun construction’ In the King County we are 
anticipating an increase in traffic and VMT due to the fact that veh.des must travel extra 
distances to get around the HST and also must travel to Fresno or Bakersfield to get to a 
station. Recommendation: CEQA and NEPA do not allow for studies and analysis to be 
deferred to a later time. The EIR/EIS must address potential conformity issues and 
provide that analysis to the reader and decision maker to ensure that the requirements of 
NEPA and CEQA am met. 

38 

Same 
argument 
also found 
on Page 39 

The length of the alignment for alternatives that deviate from the BNSF Alternative is 
comparable to the length of the BNSF Alternative for the equivalent section. Therefore, 
only construction emissions from construction of the BNSF Alternative are analyzed and 
presented. These emissions will be representative of the construction emissions from the 
other alternatives. 



construction involved, therefore they have different equipment and impacts. Urban 
alternatives will have much more demolition practices in homes and buildings. These 
impacts have more equipment use and potential for asbestos. Also installation of 
elevated tracks in the Corcoran area have different construction than the bypass 
alternatives. Recommendation: Provide an analysis of each different alternative that 
shows the diffennq air Quality impacts from construct-on-.— 

38 

Operation of the HST alternatives would provide a net regional air quality benefit. 

Operation of the HST alternatives would generally reduce regional criteria and GHG 
pollutants and would have a benefidal Impact under NEPA and a less-than-significant 
impact under CEQA on air quality 

In previous sections the HST indicated that it would improve tiie situation, however the 
document here indicates that regional and local policies will De beneficial also Was tnrs 
taken tn account when making the analysis’ Therefore, HST does not bring anything 
be<"e':c>a- to the recion y ioca ; area 

40 

The unmitigated emissions for construction of the BNSF Alternative are included in the 

Fresno to Bakersfield Section: Air Quality Technical Report (Authority and FRA 2011a). 

can understand what me levels are. - 

41 

Impacts affecting air quality plan compliance would last the entire construction period (d 

years) and would increase nonattamment pollutant emissions, which would conflict with 
the ultimate goal of the air quality plan to bring the air basm into compliance. With 
mitigation, the annual construction emissions would exceed the SJVAPCD CEQA 
thresholds for VOC, NO., PMto, and PMi ifor the entire construction duration. Therefore, 
project construction may impede implementation of the 8-hour SJVAPCD 2007 Ozone 

Plan, the 2004 Extreme Ozone 1-hour Attainment Demonstration Plan3, the 2007 PMio 
Maintenance Plan, and 2008 PMi s Plan. 

Allhough the Authority categorizes short-term as 8 years, this is a significant impact on 
the region. The region is currently paying fines to £PA and enduring taxation due to 
elevated particulate matter. Therefore, if this project .s increase the fries levied against 
the region and prolonging any taxation, this should be analyzed. Recommendation. 

Prov.de a study and mitigation to indicate how the HST will address the increased air 
quality impacts and potent/ai fines that ohzens will pay This should also be addressed in 
the soooeconomic impacts.___ 

44 

Material-Hauling Emissions Outside of SJVAB 

The Authority is mainly addressing ballast material There is a significant amount of 
material required to build the 40+ overpasses through tne area. Has the Authonty 
addressed where this material will come from and the environmental impact of using dirt 
from the area’ ---- 

44 

Therefore, under NEPA, the material hauling emissions outs.de of SJVAB would be 

substantial for NO. emissions in the South Coast Air Basm and the Mojave Air Basin, but 
would be negligible for all other pollutants in these air basins. Under NEPA, the material- 
hauling emissions would be negligible for all pollutants in the other air basins. 

The Authority needs to provide the level information in this section of the report so the 
reixJ.ng can see where the anticipated levels are. This statement assumes that the 
Auttior.ty d-d the analysis correctly. Recommendation: Provide an analysis of the local 

46 

Sensitive receptors (such as schools, residences, and health care facilities) are located 

near the construction areas in Fresno, Bowles, Corcoran, Wasco, Shafter, Rosedale, Green 
Acres, and Bakersfield. During construction, sensitive receptors would be exposed to 
diesel particulate matter exhaust, which CARB classifies as a carcinogen. 

The Authonty docs not define what the criteria is for being a receptor, however this i — 
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does not include Kit Carson School and Lakeside School in Kings County. The anaiyss 

performed for Sensitive ReceDtors should nciude a schoo 5 

46 

The concrete generated would indude concrete for the elevated structures (elevated rail) 

and retaining wall (retained fill rail). 

The analy&s does not include concrete that wilt t>e required for stations, maintenance 
facilities or for the numerous overpass structures. Recommendation: EIR/EIS should 
include an analysis of the concrete used for stations and supplemental structures along 
the aliqnmert.----- 

48 

Motor vehicle emissions would decrease in the region as a result of the HST project. 

These reductions, however, would be offset by operational emissions associated with the 
train itsetf (the HST would be powered by electricity from the regional power grid), by 
station operations, and by HMF operations. 

This analysis seems to disregard the increased traffic in Kings County and other areas due 
to the interference of the alignment. VMT is anticipated to increase as farmers on each 
side of the track must move around the track and in some cases increase their VMT by 10 
miles for vehicles and for farm machinery. This analysis should also include the extra 
vehicle miles traveled for people from Visalia, Tulare and Hanford that must travel to 

Fresno or Bakersfield to get to a station. This report indicates that only the Fresno and 
Bakersfield stations are programmed at this time Please see the attached Circle T Farms 
analysis which shows increase mileage for one farming operation In the Central Valley 

An analysis of other operations will show that this increase of VMT is several magnitudes 
larger. Recommendation: Prov.de a detailed analysts of the increased VMT that will be 
created by the HST. This should include increase vehicle and farm equipment mileage to 
manage the interference of the HST and the increase VMT to travel to stations. These 
should not be the only areas studied and the EIR/EIS should show evidence that all areas 
have been investigated.—- 

-51- 

The Statewide Program EIR/EIS (Authority and FRA 2005) demonstrated that the overall 

statewide project would reduce long-distance, city-to-city travel along freeways and state 
highways within the SJVAB and would reduce long distance, city-to-dty aircraft take-offs 
and landings within the air basin. 

Since the time of the Programmatic EIR in 2005, the analysis lias changed and the 
alignment has changed through our area. The Authority should provide evidence that the 
summaries in the 2005 report still hold true. In the Kings County area we are facing the 
potential of no station and o new isolation corridor through our county, which will increase 
traffic. Recommendation: Provide an analysis that indicates that findings done m 2005 
are still appropriate at the project level EIR/EIS in 2011. 

SI 

The regional VMT for the HST alternatives would decrease by about 10% compared to the 

No Project Alternative (2035) and about 2% compared to existing conditions. These 
reductions would result in lower pollutant emissions. 

Where is the data or reports that indicate and show evidence for these reductions. As 
discussed in my earlier comments, there is the potential for increased VMT from having to 
navigate around the HSR and also having to travel to access stations. Recommendations: 
provide within tlve EIR/EIS section the data that was uWizod to determine the findings for 
the reader and the decision maker. Also ensure that any analysis indicates potential areas 
for increased VMT due to the HST. 

S2 

The HST project is projected to affect four regional airports: Fresno Yosemite 

International Airport, Hanford Municipal Airport, Visalia Municipal Airport and Meadow 

Fields Airport. The Statew.de Program EIR/EIS (Authority and FRA 2005) demonstrated 
that the long-distance, cityto- oty aircraft take-offs and landings within the Fresno to 
Bakersfield Section would be reduced by about seven flights per day. 

The reduction of 1 flights per day would have a significant impart on FYI Did the 

54 

Overall, the project operabon would have a net beneficial impact on GHG emissions. 


1032-76 

1032-77 

1032-78 


1032-79 


1032-80 


1032-81 

1032-821 

1032-831 



Can the Authority provide the report that indicates the beneficial impact’ Did the analysis 

include increase VMT due to an isolation corridor and the travel distance to get around 
the tracks’ Did the analysis take into consideration the increase VMT that residents will 
have to travel to Fresno or Bakersfield to get to a station’ Did the analysis take into 
account the qrowth induonq potential of the HST on the Centra Valley? 

56 

Table 3.3-15 

Understanding how the numbers were developed, helps the reader understand if there 
was an error or missing vanabie Example, did the Authonty take into account the 
increased farm traffic that will be located on Kings County roads due to the impassable 
com dor the HST creates’ 

59 

The project would not worsen traffic conditions at intersections along the alignment 
because the alignment and roadways would be grade-separated. 

Through the Kings Count area, the alignment of the HST creates an .nipassabie^comdor. 

overpasses to get to adjacent fields. TNs now puts more vehicular traffic on the roads 
and forces farmers to use the roads and overpasses to move farm equipment. Therefore, 
the Authonty should investigate how much increased vehicular traffic and farm equipment 
traffic will be increased. Th.s s not addressed in the Trafft section as there is no 
recoQ'i't on that the HST will create increased traffic. 

71 

All off-road construction diesel equipment greater than 50 hp will have to meet at least 

T»er 4 California Emission Standards unless such engines are not available for a particular 
piece of equipment. In the event that Tier 4 engines are not available for any off-road 
engine larger than 50 hp, the engine will have tailpipe retrofit controls that reduce 
exhaust emissions of NO. and PM to Tier 4 emission levels. 

will add a significant cost to the project being that there are currently no tier 4 equipment 
on the market and the delivery of this equipment is unknown at this time, however most 
construction companies carry a fleet that is ready. This essentially means that for every 
contractor there will be a majority of new equ-pment purchased by this project. Given 
that tier 4 equipment is not available, has the EIR/EIS analyzed the air quality impacts 

that will ensue due to the use of Tier 3 equipment. Recommendation: Provide an 
analysis of impacts due to the usage of Tier 3 equipment such that the reader and the 
deciscm maker reading the EIR/EIS have a better understanding of the potential impacts. 
Mitigation Measures should also be appropriately adjusted and address the potential for 
increased fines from EPA durma construction, which all residents must pay. 


There seemed to be no discussion cn increased population due to commuters m the 

valley. If we have increase populations, we could see an increase In local traffic, which 
will increase our VMT. In the Kings County area we are looking to have an overall 
increase in VMT. The Authonty must conduct its study of VMT based upon the Fresno 
and the Bakersfield station only being that those are the only two being studied and 
constructed under this project. It is also my understanding that our section will not be 
dectnfied until the entire section is bu Id. So. the short-term analysis can lead to long 
term is rhe tracks are never used for HST's. 


Did the P.idership Forecast factor in income level and family size. As the cost of this 

comfortably fit 4 people. - 


Is NEPA and CEQA supposed to look at benefits’ They keep mak-ng remarks that this is 


maintenance faddy. Tliev do not properly analyze any smaller facilities that are part of— 
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the project and also the overpasses and road projects that are associated with 
alignment. _ 
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1032-85 


1032-86 


1032-87 


1032-88 


1032-89 


Section 3.04 Noise and Vibr ation 


Page 

Comment 

10 

Noise exposure limits for each are an SEL of 100 <3BA from passing trams as shown in 

TaWe 3.4-5. 

Wnat ss the bass for the SEL to be set a L00 dBA’ 

12 

Eighteen vibration propagation measurements were taken to estimate the vibration 

transfer mobility along the proposed alignment between Fresno and BakersheM. 

Given the length of this section of alignment 18 samples .s not sufficient There .s a great 
deal of variation in soil strata and did 18 tests capture a complete picture 7 What entena 
was utilized to arrive at the number of samples taken’ Recommendation: Given the 
length of this alignment and the differing characteristics such as so*! type, land use and 
presence of facilities, the EIRyEIS study should have enough sampling sites to ensure that 

13 

These adjustments assumed that tramsets would be distributed-power EMU vehicles with 

10 cars and a max mum speed of 220 mph. ^ 

•evel was chosen. Please provide the available choices and the entena for the selection. 

Also, given that the Authority has not decided on a design o' tram, d:d the Authority 
select the most conservative value, otherwise the Authority will be forced to live within 

18 

The noise measurement locations are shown graphically on Figures 3.4-4 through 3.4-8. 

The noise samples that were taken in Kings County are not located near the alignment. 
Several measurements are several miles away from the alignment and do not represent 
the ambient noise around the proposed alignment. Recommendation: Provide a new 
noise and vibration analysis with sites located along the alignment from through Kings 

26 

Operation of the HST along the Fresno to Bakersfield Section would increase noise levels 

above the ambient noise environment by as much as 22 dBA Lin (Authonty and FRA 

2011). _ 

Some of the ambient sound levels were as tow as 44 dBA, therefore the 22dBA could be 
as hiqh as 4b- dBA increase, which is significant. Recommendation: After providing 
average dBA levels adjusted for locations along the proposed alignment through Kings 
County, provide data set for the reader and decision maker to analyze the average sound 
levels and subsequent increase m sound. 

28 

Freight trains currently operating along the BNSF between Fresno and Bakersfield would 

continue to operate without the HST System. 
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the project the EIR/EIS indicates the levels can be as high as 95 dBA at 220 mph This is 
an increase o' 50 dBA, which is not merely a doubling, but much larger since the noise 
level is calculated on a logarithm* scale. 

People generally cannot detect differences of 1 dBA to 2 dBA between sources. Under 
ideal listening conditions, differences of 2 dBA or 3 dBA can be detected by some 
individuals. A 5 dBA change probably would be perceived by most people under normal 
listening conditions. People generally perceive a 10-dBA increase in a particular noise 
level as a doubling of loudness. For example, the average person will perceive a 70-d8A 
sound to be twice as loud as one of 60-dBA 

Recommendation: EIR/EIS provide recognition that the no project alternative for the 

Kings County area rs not near the BNSF and that sound levels will increase significantly 
tl-rough Kmqs County 

28 

These impacts are temporary during construction (see Chapter 2, Alternatives). Under 

these conditions potential effects would be moderate under NEPA and impacts would be 
significant under CEQA. 

It 'would be appropnate for the document to define "Temporary" m terms of day or years. 
There IS no discusson of how long constructor! would last as there is ro construction 
plan In the Ponderosa community there will be approximately 25 homes impacted with 
direct noise. During the Highway 198 expansion crews worked during the night and 
equipment could be heard approximately % of a mile away. If construction takes 
ararox mateiy 5 years, this is somficant for infants, and other._sers.tive homeowners. 

37 

These two tables also show the source height, land use type, measured existing noise 
level, projected HST noise level, and the moderate and severe impact criteria. 

How does this document know what the existing sound levels where through the Kings 
County section being that the noise samples taken were miles away from the alignment 
as proposed. It would have been appropriate to place the reading and results in this 
section of the report to allow the reader the opportumty to see a summary of the results. 
The reading that were taken and reported were closer to Highway 43 ar.d the BNSF 
alignment, therefore readings would be higher and result ;s a less significant impact. As 
you travel to the east here are fewer nose sources and one would expect the levels to De 
a few dB (css, therefore when compacted to construction or the HST. the dB (evels would 
have 3 larger effect. 


40 

Because fences control access to the right-of-way and the nght-of-way would be 100 feet 
wide in rural locations, wikSife and domestic animals would have to be within 
approximately 50 feet of the edge of the right-of-way to experience noise effects above 
the recommended threshold. 

Can the Authority define the "recommended threshold"" 5 This document does not seem to 

40 

At locations adjacent to the UPRR, BNSF, or SR 99 where the ex.sting noise is already 
high, there would be no effects under NEPA and no impacts under CEQA 

It should be pointed out that this document recognizes the benefits of being by a 
transportation corridor. Why is there no alternative in the Kings County area that looks at 

43 

All of the increases in traffic volume would result in an increase in the future dBA Lar 
values by 0.7 dBA or less. This slight increase would result in a negligible effect under 

NEPA and a less than significant impact under CEQA. 

Did the Authonty make an assessment of increased fa r m equipment traffic wmen -as a 
tendency to have a higher dB level than vehicular traffic’ Farm equipment traffic w.n 
significantly increase due to the limited access. Farm equipment traffic that typically 
woutd move aluno J.rt roads and adiacent parcels vv;.i not be forced to travel on roadways. 



to navigate around the HST. Recommendation: EIR/EIS provide an analysis of noise and 

vibration increases caused by increase farm equipment traffic located on roadway and 
adiacent to sensitive receptors. 

47 

Table 3.4-23 

The Hanford area has 333 Severe Impact areas and does not get any sound mitigation, 
however areas in Shatter and Wasco have much smaller numbers of impacted areas and 
will be cettina sound mitiaation. Please prov de a ratification for this lack of consistency. 

55 

Noise receivers severely Impacted in the Fresno, Hanford, Pixley, and Allensworth areas, 

as well as those noise receivers severely impacted in Corcoran, Wasco, Shatter, and 
Bakersfield that would not be mitigated by a sound barrier, would receive other forms of 
mitigation, such as buikbng insulation or payment of property noise easements. 

Given that this document has identified these as a higher significance of impact, it is 
appropnate to provide a discussion on how there mitigation measures will be 
implemented. This document spent several pages laying cut how they will address some 
mitigation and spends one sentence dealing with the hardest impacts. This is severely 
deficient m its attempt to address impacts. Under CEQA the EIR shall identify mitigation 
measures for each impact (see CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.4 subdivision (a)(lX A )) 

The mitigation measure must be fully enforceable through permit conditions, agreements 
or other legally binding instruments. The Lead Agency :s also precluded from making the 
required CEQA findings unless the record shows that all uncertainties regarding the 
mitigation of impacts have been resolved; and the agency may not reiy on mitigation 
measures of uncerta.n efficacy of feasibility (Kings County Farm Bureau v. Gty of Hanford 
(1990) 221 Cal.App.3d69?, 727 728). The EIR/EIS improperly defers the analysis and 
mitigation measure to some point m the future. Recommendation: Provide a detailed 
discussion of impacts and mitigation measures for sensitive receptors to noise and 

57 

If final design or final vehicle specifications result m changes to the assumptions 

underlying the noise analysis, reassess noise impacts and recommendations for mitigation 
and provide supplemental environmental documentation, as required by CEQA and NEPA. 

Under CEQA the EIR shall identify mitigation measures for each impact (sec CEQA 

Guidelines Section 15126.4 subdivision (a)(i)(A)). The mitigation measure must be fully 
enforceable through permit conditions, agreements or other legally binding instruments. 

The Lead Agency is also precluded from making the required CEQA findings unless the 
record shows that all uncertainties regarding the mitigation of impacts have been 
resolved; and the agency may not rely on mitigation measures of uncertain efficacy of 
feasibility (Kings County Farm Bureau v. Gty of Hanford (1990) 221 Cai.App.3d69?, 727- 
728). The EIR/EIS improperly defers the analysis and mitigation measure to some point 
m the future. Recommendation: The EIR/EIS must address the current proposed 
impacts and cannot assume a later adjustment. 


This section does not address the impacts of vibration on existing utilities ard 

replacement utilities under the right of way. Who is responsible for the operation and 
maintenance of facilities that cross under the r-qht of way" 5 


There is not discussion on impacts of noise and vibration on confined an mal operations. 

Studied have been conducted that show that cows are sensitive to sound and will reduce 
milk production when exposed to excessive noise._ 


Could not find a good discussion of the noise attenuation. How far away from the tracks 


(Salt s due to trai’nTln Cana^ vibration could be seen as 

far as 800 feet from the tracks. The EIR/EIS seems to only look at a few hundred feet 
from the tracks. Recommendation: The EIR/EIS evaluate the potential for foundation 
and buiidma damaac at large distances away from the tracks. 
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Comments provided by Aaron Fukuda 


Section 3,05 Electromagnetic Fields and Electromagnetic Interference 


Page 

Comment i 

1 

susceptible to the EMFs produced by a HST. Such uses include universities, medical 
institutions, high-tech businesses, and governmental facilities that use equipment that 
could be affected by new sources of EMFs. 

This can cause a loss in production. EMF's can also cause a metallic taste of water and 
cause cows to restrict water consumption, therefore causing a drop in milk production. 

See court case Kaech v. Lewis County Public Utilities District NO for a case where the 

Kaech family sued and won compensation for the impact of "stray voltage'' that caused 
harm to then- dairy cows. Recommendation- The EIR/EIS should provide an analysis of 

facility and the potential impacts to the animals. Given the impacts associated with 
Electromagnetic fields the EIR/EIS should provide the appropriate NEPA and CEQA finding 

10 

These EMFs would have negligible effects on senslbve receptors, provided that typical 

magnetic shielding is installed. 

Does the Authonty intend to put corrosion protection hardware on af^stee* pip^r«s 

Current Corrosion in Electrified Rail Systems Final report.' This report shows that there 
, 5 approximately $500 million m damage due to corrosion from electrified transit systems. 
Under CEQA the EIR shall identify mihgabon measures for each impact (see CEQA 

Guidelines Section 15126.4 subdivision (a)(1)(A)). The mitigation measure must be fully 
enforceable through permit conditions, agreements or other legally bmd-ng instruments. 

The Lead Agency s also precluded from making the required CEQA f.ndmgs unless the 
record shows that all uncertainties regarding the mitigation of impacts have been 
reserved; ana the agency may not rely on mitigation measures of uncertain efficacy of 
feasibility (Kings County Farm Bureau v. City of Hanford (1990) 221 Ca | .App.3d692, 72/ 
728). The EIR/EIS improperly defers the analysis and m t-gat.on measure to some point 

corrosiori^metallc structures and the limit at which the corrosion will not be impacted. 
Gwen the impacts associated with Electromagnetic fields the EIR/EIS should provide me 
aopropnatc NEPA and CEOA find:no and mitigation measures. 

13 

If adjacent pipelines and other linear metallic structures are not sufficiently grounded 

through the direct contact with earth, the project would separately ground pipelines and 
other linear metallic objects in coordination with the affected owner or utility, as part of 
the construction of the HST System. 

Recommendation An analys-s should be conducted cn the potential for corros*on of 
metalKc structures and the limit at which the corrosion will not be impacted. The Study 
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Interference from HST currents could result in a nuisance or reduction in operational 
efficiency by interrupting road and rail traffic. To preclude this possibility, the project 
design includes working with the engineering department of freight railroads that parallel 
the HST line to apply the standard design practices that a nonelectric railroad must use 
when electric power lines or an electric railroad are installed adjacent to its tracks. These 
standard design practices include assessment of the specific track signal and 
communication equipment in use on nearby sections of existing rail lines, evaluation of 
potential impacts of HST EMFs and RFI on adjoining railroad equipment, and the 
application of suitable design provisions on the adjoining rail lines to prevent interference. 
The Authority indicates that it is going to work with the adjacent railroad to implement 
mitigation measure. The mitigation measures are not described in this document 1 This 
impact is significant, due to the fact that if it interferes with the BNSF signaling system, it 
could cause a traffic accident. Under CEQA the EIR shall identify mitigation measures for 
each impact (see CEQA Guidelines Sect-on 15126.4 subdiv.sion (aXI)(A)) The mitigation 
measure must be fully enforceable through permit conditions, agreements or other legally 
binding instruments. The Lead Agency is also precluded from making the required CEQA 
findings unless the record shows that all uncertainties regarding the mitigation of impacts 
have been resolved; and the agency may not rely on mitigaton measures of uncertain 
efficacy of feasibility (Kings County Farm Bureau v. Gty of Hanford (1990) 2? I 

Cal.Apo 3d692, /27-/28). The EIR/EIS improperly defers the anaiysisand mitigation 


The document indicates that there rs a potential for impacts to metal pipeline, gas, water 


This section of the document does not include a discussion of EMFs and their affect on 

dai^Y cattle or other livestock ranches «n the alignment or within the vionity.- 
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Section s.uu ri 

iDiic uxnmeb__ - - - - 

Comment- 

2 

On May 19, 2009, President Obama issued a Presidential Memorandum proposing a new national 

fuel economy program that adopts uniform federal standards to regulate both fuel economy and 
greenhouse gas emissions. The program covers model year 2012 to model year 2016 and 
ultimately requires an average fuel economy standard of 3S.S mpg In 2016 (39 mpg for cars and 

JO mpg for trucks). In response to the Presidential Memorandum, an October 2010 Regulatory 
Announcement developed with support from industry, the State of California, and environmental 
stakeholders was issued by the EPA and DOT. 


projert?* 

11 

Water, wastewater, irrigation and stormwater canals, conduits, and pipes (outside 
diameter of 16 inches or larger). 

11 

Water demand estimates for construction are based on an estimated 5-year tune period m wh,ch 

carthmovlng and construction activities requiring water use would occur within a longer overall 

construction perod concluding in 2020. 

" 11 

TO identify the projected energy demand of the Fresno to Bakersfield Sect-on of the HST System 
estimated energy impact for the entire HST System was prorated based on the proportion of the 
length of HST guideway within the Fresno to Bakersfield Section study area. 
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24 

Incorporated and unincorporated communities in Kings County provide wastewater services to 

their services areas. The incorporated areas potentially affected by the proposed HST facilities are 
in the cities of Hanford and Corcoran. 

oc«i* entity cost) _. —— 

24 

The City of Hanford treats wastewater at a city-operated facility at 105SS Houston Avenue. The 
facility is permitted, and designed to treat 8.0 mgd (City of Hanford Public Works Department 

2010 a) The punt currently t-eats appcadmately s.s mgd of wKWwaMr 

32 

Table 3.6-10 ^ 

32 

Generation 

39 

For a project such as the HST project that would not commence operation for almost 10 years and 
would not reach full operation for almost 2S years, use of only existing conditions as a baseline for 
energy impacts would be misleading. It is more likely that ex,sting background traffic volumes 
[and, thus the intensity of energy use) would change due to planned traffic improvement projects) 
between today and 2020/2035 than it is that existing traffic conditions would remain unchanged 
over the next 10 to 25 years. 

'V 1-1- - —'——- r —;- 

39 

The electrical demand for the propulsion of the trains, the operation of the trams at terminal 

stations, and in storage depots and maintenance faciiit.es etc., has been conservat.vely estimated 
by the project's engineers to be 8 GWhs per day. Transmission losses, the percentage of energy 
lost due to transmission from the power plant to the project, have been estimated to be 
approximately 4%. Applying this factor to the 8 GWh per day electrical requirement of the HST 
System results in a total electrical requirement at the power plant to be approximately 8.32 

GWhs, or 28,389 MMBlus, per day 



n for mat ion "was ceveloped or how it was oeve opec 

40 

The Fresno to Bakersfield Section of the HST System would contribute approximately 14% to the 

statew.de estimates of HST energy demand and savings, as compared with the energy use of 
conventional means of transportation. The payback period for energy used demand during HST 
construction would be less than a year. 

41 

Shutdown could interrupt utility services to industrial, commercial, agncultural, and residential 

customers. This would result in a negligible effect under NEPA and a less-than-significant impact 
under CtQA ^ ^ ^ 

44 

Existing water use within the project footprint is estimated to be 4,044 a<re-fect/yr for the BNSF 

Al-gnment Alternative, and varies between 4 to 159 acrc-feet/year depending on which of the five 
prospective alignment alternatives is selected. 


ror°nwn anv wjte' suDo'ics O’ wc.'is. rey w l nave to find a source of water 

43 

As standard construction practice, the contractor would divert construction and demolition waste 

from landfills by reusing or recycling to aid with implementing the local Government Construction 
and Demolition (C&D) Guide [Senate 8i« 1374] and meet solid waste diversion goals to the extent 
practicable 

51 

In the rural portion of the Fresno to Bakersfield Section, the project would cross .mutton 

pipelines and canals. The Authority would work with irrigation districts and landowners to 
protect these Irrigation systems. Canals may be bridged or placed in pipelines beneath the 
HST nghtof-way. Irrigation pipelines crossing the alignment would be buried to an 
appropriate depth to sustain the weight of the HST and placed in protective casing so that 
future maintenance of the line could be accomplished outside of the HST right-of-way. 

The BNSF Alternative would not result in prolonged disruption of services because^ the 
need for relocation of or improvements to irrigation systems. This impact would be less 
than significant. 

Given the number of facilities and the critical nature of Distnct canal facilities, this 
document does not provide the reader with enough information to understand how the 

materials will be used, what is the life cycles of the materials beng proposed, who is 
responsible for the operation and maintenance of the facility fence it is in a comdor that 
cannot tie accessed, who conducts the installation or removal, these a e all questions that 
should be answered. The EIR/EIS does not indicate the number of faoiit.es and the type 
of facilities for irrigation systems to be relocated or replaced- Recommendation; Provide 


^h^^ifficuft'pofeSn as^hey^n^y'lose service and damage a crop. CEQA and NEPA 
require the EIR/EIS to provtde an appropriate level of analysis and reoortmg^tnis section 
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1032-123 


1032-124 


1032-125 


1032-126 


1032-127 


1032-128 


1032-129 


61 

28,404.48 MMBtus per day. This energy estimate, reflecting a refinement of the analysis 
conducted in the 2005 Bay Area to Central Valley Program EIR energy assessment, utilizes current 
conversion factors, ridership forecasts, trainsets, and vehicle miles traveled. 


62 

When compared to future conditions, analysis of the projected effects of the HST on VMT in the 

Fresno to Bakersfield region indicates that the HST would reduce daily VMT in Fresno, Kings, 

Tulare, and Kern counties by nearly 7.3 million miles a day. or 10%. due to travelers choosing to 
use the HST rather than drive. 

1032-130 

62 

As shown in Table 3.6-20, the number of plane flights statewide (intrastate) would decrease with 

the California HST System when analyzed against both the future conditions and existing 
conditions baselines because travelers would choose to use the HST rather than fly to their 
destination. 

1032-131 

64 

To enhance the benefits of the HST, the Authority would purchase up to 100% clean, renewable 
electricity to provide power for HST operations. 



i* he 

1032-132 

64 

The Statewide Program EIR/EIS (Authority and FRA 2005) predicted that the HST System would 

increase overall direct electr»c energy consumption by 10% over current conditions, increasing 
projected electricity demand statewide by approximately 0.96% m 2030. 


64 

Based on the assumption that this peak demand would be evenly spread throughout the system. 

the Fresno to Bakersfield Section would require approximately 78 MW of additional peak 
capacity. 

1032-133 


practice. The Central Valley typically has very high energy consumption during the peak hours 

1032-134 

64 

Summer 2010 electricity reserves were estimated to be between 27,708 MW for l-in-2 summer 

temperatures and 18,472 MW for l-ln-10 summer temperatures (Pryor et al. 2010) 
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Page 

Comment 

6 

Habitat Conservation Plan 

The Autlionty should address the Kaweah Delta Water Conservation Distnct Habitat 
Conservation Plan, which is an area that the alignment travels through. 

7 

Project twotagists conducted field surveys to determine the presence or absence of 

biological resources and to document the location of any biological resources through 
habitat characterization and mapping. Habitat charactenzetion and mapping were 
conducted throughout the study area where access was granted and where properties 
were inaccessible. Where permission to enter was not granted, field crews used public 
roads, and adjacent parcels to characterize and map biological resources. Access was 
granted to approximately 40% of the study area 

B.ulogists conducted surveys on the Proposed April 2010 alignment Landowners a’ong 
the new alignment were not contacted, nor were any surveys on these properties. The 
Authority should include a statement to explain that site visits were not made along the 

Kings County alignment on property that is d-rectiy impacted by the alignment. The 
pubi.c was toid that bioicq-sts could amply do "drive by" assessments. 

27 

The Fresno to Bakersfield HST alignment alternatives were designed to avood the Tulare 
Lakebed Mitigation Site; therefore, the Tulare Lakebed Mitigation Site is not discussed 
further m this document 

Although the HST travels around the Tulare Lake Mit.gat.on Sue. it travels adjacent to the 
Site. Did the Authority conduct a study to analyze the impacts of noise, vibraton and the 
physical path of the HST in relation to the Mitigation Site’ These ammals may not 
respond we'.i to the n 0 .se and HST travehna adjacent to the m t-oation site. 

32 

in addition, development would Indirectly degrade remaining habitat through pollution, 

noise, and dust. 

Can the Authority please provide the reader with further information and data that would 
indicate form the basis of this statement’ Without any evidence for this statement the 
Authority should remove it. — 

36 

Two species of special-status plant species, heartscale and little mouse tail, have been 

identified within the BNSF Alternative. 

It is adv sed that the authonty verify the presence of the Elderoerry Bush, as it ts a 
(--rMffc-vri U\‘ rhe Eldtfrnerrv Longhorn Beal e and s located along me Kings River. 


It appears that the Authority has not done specific field inventories w.th.n the project 

a . e3 K is anbcipated that these site specific animal and plant surveys will be done at a 
later time. The Authonty must produce thesej^orts prior to the NEPA^nd^CtQA^^ ^ 

57 

In addition to the special-status plant communities that have been observed, a number of 
special-status plant communities could occur in unsurveyed habitats that have the 
potential to support special-status plant communities where permission to enter was not 
available 

Can tlie Authority please clarify if access to property was denied or never requested- 
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Comment 

11 

The HMF would require approximately 52 acre-feet per year on average for domestic use. 

This corresponds to a pumping rate of about 32 gallons per minute (gpm) on average 
(assuming pumping 24 hours per day continuously) or about 65 gpm if pumping occurs 

12 hours per day. 

This document should include a summary of common uses required at the HMF facility 

The reader and the decision maker need a sense of what usages are included in the 
estimates in order to ensure that the water usage rates are realistic. Recommendation- 

16 

The old channel, known as Old River, is usually dry. 

The Old Channel is now being utilized by the Kings County Water District as a ^ 

Has the Authority investigated impacts of the alignment to the groundwater bank (Ape/ 
Ranch Bank)’ Recommendation. Ensure that all analysis takes into account water that ts 
:jl» nq pitied n ‘.he O'd River for recharge.-—— 

17 

The creek is a CVFPB-designated floodway where the BNSF Alternative and the Corcoran 

Bypass Alternative cross it Just north of Corcoran Reservoir and east of SR 43, so a permit 
from the CVFPB would be required before any work can be conducted at this crossing. 

Has the recommendations from the CVFPB been .mplemenred and analyzed as a part of 
tins Project level EIR/EIS’ 

33 

Table 3 8*9 

Has the Authority coord-nated with the USACE, the Kings River Water Association and the 
K.ngs River Conservation District to coordinate the type of crossing designed for the Kings 
River’ I would thmk it is imperative that the operations and maintenance of such a river 
would require a continual travel path along the river banks. In this table it indicates tnat 
it will be elevated, however it does not say to what height. Recommendation: Include 
design requirements and information required by the Kings River agencies including the 
Army Coro of Engineers. - — 


Has the Authority studied the growth moueng factors associated with having commuters 

located within our oties. This increase in population will cause an .rcrease In the 
groundwater consumption. By State Law any project must address future groundwater 
impacts as required by SB622. Recommendation: Provide an analysis of increased 
groundwater consumpfcn caused by growth impacts created by HSg.-—— - 

38 

Temporary changes to stormwater drainage patterns and runoff would be minimal and 

have a negligible effect under NEPA and a less-than-significant impact under CEQA 
because they would be temporary, would not alter drainage enough to displace a large- 
enough volume to increase Rood nsk, and construction would not occur in stream or over 
channels during the winter storm season. ^ ^ ^ show t> 

Gwen the s>ze of this project, it is expected that a large amount of lieavy construction will 



the area woukJ experience one very wet year. Excess rainfall and narsh winter condulons 

would cause site conditions to potentially discharge into natura- nvers and streams and on 
to adjacent fields. The Authority has provide no empirical data that would lead the reader 
to believe that the mpacts are less than-wjnificant. The Authonty should provide further 
study and information to verify the finding. The Authonty has also not addressed farming 
operations that could potentially drain water towards the tracks. Most agricultural field 
are laser graded to dram a certain direction. If a field <s draining towards the tracks, will 
the Authonty reauire property owners to reverse grade their fields’ 

42 

Drainage pipes under the portions of at-grade track would collect stormwater for 
discharge to drainage swales running parallel to the track. 

This document addresses the channeling of stormwater drainage away from the tracks, 

swales. This document has not addressed the volume of stormwater that will be 
generated nor the capacity of swales of management sites that will collect the drainage 
water. There also must be a discussion of the water quanty aspects of the stormwater 
that is received and collected. Dees the HSR project have a potent-al to create pollutants 
that will be within the right of way and can then migrate to other areas dunng a storm 
event. Given a full analysis of the impacts of drainage water, the Authonty may have to 
adjust the findings for NEPA and CEQA that have already been made in this document. 
Recommendation: The EIR/EIS should provide a surface water runoff analysis that 
quantifies the amount of water expected to be generated by the HSR. Stations and HMF 

The study should also address potential water quality issues. 

The Union Pacific Railroad requires the following hydrology study: 

l. Prepare a drawing showing the area involved This drawing Should include the 
top of rail elevation, the top of subgrade elevation, the bottom of ditch 
elevation, the invert elevation of the drainage structure and show the track, 
subgrade, ditch and any other important information (fences, pipelines, other 
culverts, etc.) 

2 Prepare a drawing showing a cross section at the point the water enters the 
railroad right of way. 

3. Advise the drainage area, the amount of water, the flow rate, the type of 
protection provided at the outlet end, where the water will flow, the nearest 
structure to remove the runoff from the right of way and the capacity of the 
existing structure. 

4 Advise the existing and proposed 50 and 100 year water surface elevat.ons at 
both the point the water enters the right of way and at the existing structure 
that removes the water from the right of way 

ihe above principles should be used in studying the hydrology effects uf the HSR. 

45 

The electric trains would use a regenerative braking technology, resulting in reduced 

physical braking and associated wear. Runoff from the at-grade tracks and the elevated 
gukleways would have minimal pollutants. 

that Will occur’ A typical tram s traveling much s-ower than the HSR and would this 

Giver the rvise nrmm ,itv to crops, has the Authority also conducted a study to determine 
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what pesticides are safe?—— 

50 

Because of the narrow, linear project footprint, effects to groundwater recharge would be 

neoliqible under NEPA and impacts would be less than significant under CEQA. 

Th? HSR project intends to eliminate numerous wells throughout the area. ******* 
has not explained how existing wells will be destroyed. If this is not done correctly, there 

a direasource of pollutants to reach groundwater. The EIR/EIS does 
not provide any d<scuss>on of potential groundwater contamination nor any mitigation 

50 

The HMF sites would have outdoor washing and fuel storage areas, as well as parking 

lots, which could generate polluted stormwater runoff. The HMF would include a system 
to recycle the wash water from the tram sets to reduce water consumption and improve 
water quality in discharge water. None of the HMFs are located In areas of shallow 
groundwater so percolation of stormwater into groundwater would not affect groundwater 
quality, resulting in no effect under NEPA, and a less-than-significant impact under CEQA. 

The EIR/EIS dees not address where water that is no longer recyclable > disposed o f 

The Reaional Water Quality Control Board for the Central Valley (Dcstnct 9) does not allow 
for the discharge of wash water directly to recharge poods. The EIR/EIS should provide a 
study of the potential pollutants that will be found in the wash water. Although the 

Fresno and Bakersfield HMF stations may be able to discharge wash water to wastewater 
treatment plants, the Kings HMF will need to place the water >n some storage system as 

1 52 

Although pier construction methods have not been determined and would be based on 
local conditions, it is possible that some crossings would require m-water work for pier 
construction. Design of these bridge crossings would Indude measures to minimize the 
effects of placing piers in the floodplains and floodways. 

Without knowing if or how internal peers will be included, the W****^”*^'' s 
unable to determine the potential impacts on rivers and channels and their potential tor 
flooding The Authority must determine the need for piers and given an indication on 
sizing in order this the document to properly .nform the reader on potential flooding 
impacts.■ 


The EIR/EIS does not include any analysis of the supplemental facilities luce road 

overcrossing as a part of the anaiys-s. These traffic features typically have the* own set 
of environmental impacts. Recommendation: The EIR/EIS should investigate the water 
qual'ty and quantity impacts from road overpasses. As more traffic is concentrated to 
roads and hence to overpasses, water quality impacts should be investigates especially 
since these overpasses are in remote areas without the potential to deal with stormwater. 
The EIR/EIS should also address water runoff, erosion and drainage issues associated 

_ 

The EIR/EIS does not address the act of subsidence in the Central Valley and low t ie 

HSR will accommodate this phenomenon. Given the long track and inability to tolerate 
shifts m elevations at 220 mph. the EIR/EIS should address subsidence. In an article 
written ,n the China Daily, titled "Experts Wam of Subsidence Threat Along New Railway 
(document is provided with this packet) the Beiijmg-Shanghat h^h speed ran line was 
warned to keep subsidence of the foundation of the railway to 5 mTimete'5 m .00 years 
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Page 

-’---- 

Comment 

2 

The Fresno to Bakersfield Section of the HST project would require approximately 

2,300,000 tons of aggregate and 1,300,000 cubic yards of fill (assuming r >0 fill ts 
provided by project excavation). 

adjustments, including Highway 99 and overpass structures. There is a significant 

aggregate). Recommendation- Ensure that the aggregate and dirt quantities oted and 
studied include that material required for overpass structure, stations, HMF ana any other 
ancillary facility. It is not dear to the reader and the decsion maker that these quantities 
reflect an of these facilities- This statement does indicate mat tms quanoty . o 
• hi-. :■ .1 section 

30 

The HST project design would incorporate design methods that consider the short- and 

long-term impacts of unstable soils on the HST and nearby facilities. Where appropriate, 
engineered ground improvements, including regrading or groundwater controls, would be 
implemented to avoid long-term impacts from unstable soils. Implementation of these 
methods during final design would meet standards of design and building code 
requirements to provide ether sufficient beanng capacity and slope stability or measures 
that protect the facility from loads associated with unstable soils. 

Can the Authonty please darify what techniques will be used 7 It appears that the 

Authonty has not conducted a suitable geotechnical analysis of the alignment to 
determine the presence of potential soil stability issues. The EIR/EIS requires an 
appropriate level of analysis such that a reader and/or deos>on maker can determine <f an 
impact is significant <y not. The EIR/EIS cannot defer studies or analysis to a later time. 
Recommendation' A full geotechnical analysis of the Fresno to Bakersfield sectwn^be 

Given the knowledge of potential soil issues the appropriate level of significance can be 

I.'.;:' . 

31 

A number of locations along the project footpnnt would require new earth fills. Some of 

these areas are potentially underlain by settlement-prone (loose or soft) soils. These 
specific locations would be identified during preconstruction and construction 
investigations and engineered solutions would be implemented for site-speofic conditions. 

Given the initial identification of settlement prone areas within the alignment, and its 
potential to cause catastrophic damage, the Authority should have conducted a pre study 

-o 3 b tre Authority mav have made a different deoson. 


34 

Detailed slope-stability evaluations would be conducted, and engineering measures suen 
as ground improvement, use of retaining walls, or regrading of slopes would be 
implemented, as appropriate, to reduce the potential for seisrmcally induced slope 
failures; localized instabilities that may occur would be handled as a maintenance issue. 

Gwen that the stability of the track for the HSR is critical to operation and safety, this 
. ripn f sho j‘<d stodv further the impact of instable soils and the potential for failure. 

utilized and this document should analyze alternatives oefore making deosioos. The- 
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study of soil stability can also alter the footprint of the track bed, also the footprint of the 
overpass structures and the stations. Not knowing this information is pre determining the 
cuanment and not fully addressma the Dotential for failure. 

34 

According to the Tulare County General Plan, the failure of Success Dam could cause 

substantial flooding in Tulare County and would likely inundate sections of the BNSF 
Alternative Alignment (Tulare County 2010b). 

Th'S document does not address that Success Dam has been deemed unsafe by the U.S. 
Army Corp of Engineers and is currently being managed to avert seismic damage. The 
Document does not address the concerns surrounding the seismic stability of the dam and 
how It increases the chances of floodmo on the HSR altonment. 


The EIR/EIS does not address the geotechnical aspects of the overpass structures. 

Where is the material going to be sourced from'’ The significant quantities of materials 
ments a discussion of location and environmental impacts to import the material. 
Recommendation: EIR/EIS identify how material is going to be supplied to the project 
inrlnh-nn nvernass structures and the environmental impact of providing borrow material 


The EIR/EIS does not address the act of subsidence m the Centra Va'ley and how the 

HSR will accommodate this phenomenon. Gwen the long track and inability to tolerate 
shifts n elevations at 220 mph, the EIR/EIS should address subsidence. In an art*e 
wntten m the China Da ly, titled 'Experts Warn of Substoence Threat Along New Railway 
(document is provided with this packet) the Beiijmg-Shangha. high-speed rail line was 
warned to keep subsidence of the foundation of the railway to 5 millimeters *n 100 years 
They recommended that water extraction within that area should be prohibited. 
Recommendation: The EIR/EIS address subsidence threats to the HSR and mitigation 
measures to ensure the safety of the public. 
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Comment 

4 

Initially, potential impacts were identified through intensive review of aerial photographs 

and GIS layers showing the spatial relationship between the proposed alternatives and 
existing community resources. Potential impart findings were verified through field 
research and discussions with persons knowledgeable about local community conditions 
and neighborhood characteristics, such as local elected officials, service providers, city 
planners, and community residents. 

The Kings County residents realze that a majority of the a!-gnment selection was done 
with acnal photographs instead of on the ground engineenng. The Authority has also 
consistently utilized diffenng aerial photographs, which dep.rt different maces in time. 

Can the Authority please provide speofic meetings and notes 

local governments and residents were not consulted then the EIR is defioent in credible 

5 

Potential impact findings were verified through field research and discussions with 

persons knowledgeable about local community conditions and neighborhood 
charactenstics, such as local elected officials, service providers, city planners, and 
community residents. 

Th.s seems to be simply a statement. In Kings County land win be converted from a 
property sales tax base to a non tax base. In simple terms for Kings County and the 
alignment only, no supplemental or support property the alignment is 28 miles tong and 

100 feet wde That is approximately 340 acres and if the average acre price is SI2,000 
then the County loses approximately S40,800.00 per year ,n perpetuity. Also if Kings 

County also does not get a station then people will still be driving to Fresno to access the 
HSR, therefore no new sales tax or property tax will be generated. Where are any of the 
studies that support this statement?-—-— -—— 

6 

It is important to note, however, that there .s likely to be some production that cannot be 

easily relocated; and production that is relocated would take time to become re 
established. Therefore, some short-term reduction in production would be likely. 

I think that once the land is taken by the Author.ty it will no longer be able to produce 

29 

One area that the EIR does not address is the loss of rural residential homes as tney 

come through the Kings County area they destroy numerous ranchette style home 
which are situated on 1-5 acres. The County no longer allows these types of rural 

— 

31 

Some dusters of rural residences are in the vicinity of Corcoran, but outside the oty 
limits. A county fire station is located within the study area. 

The document does not identify the Kmgs/TJare fire training center and the emergency 

School, which is within about 1 mdes of the tracks and w. i influence traffic,.- 
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33 

The region as a whole has a high percentage of minority and low-income individuals. 

As we have all estimated from the beginning the Authority chose this route because they 
thought it was cheap and easy. Now we add to the fact that this a^gnment probably has 
the highest amount of EJ issues and there is no information on alternative routes tha». 
could have lower E) issues. 

38 

As construction begins the increased dust in the area will cause farmers to apply more 
chemical to reduce the impacts of mites and other dust related problem. Pesticide 
applicators will also not apply chenvcal around the construction zones due to claims. This 
will increase the frequency of infestations in the crops, which will y.dd damage and loss 
of value. Also during construction the entire community will be subject to travel delays 
and detours, which will increase the air pollution in our area. Has the Air Board been 
consulted as any ■'crease in a|r x U on must be mitigated. --- 

39 

Construction of the project would provide economic benefits for the entire region. 

See the Fresno to Bakersfield Section: Community Impact Assessment Technical 

Report for a more detailed discussion of the anticipated economic effects of project 

construction (Authority and FRA 201 la). ^ 

the benefits and they have stated here. There is the potential that many companies 

39 

There Is the possibility of short-term property tax revenue reductions as a result of lower 

perceived property values caused by nearby construction activities. Sales prices of such 
properties changing ownership in advance of planned construction or during the 
construction period may be lower than current assessed values and may result in lower 
property tax revenues. While this effect cannot be quantified, It would be short term and 
likely affect only areas adjacent to project construction activities. 

We are already seeing the real estate impacts of the proposed alignment as landowners 
are ether not able to sell their homes or the values are very low in comparison to otne«- 
parceis in areas not near the alignment. The Authority needs to provide evidence that the 
effects will be short term. When a person makes an analyse of purchasing ground, being 
located adjacent to the HSR and the .mpacts of dealing with the HSR will surely affect the 
value of the land. Also, landowners will lose acreage that was once farmed and 
productive (right of way and frontage roads) therefore reducing m total amount of 
producing acreage and therefore the loss of value. Also the loss of land impact the 
farmers loaning capacity With less collateral a lender will not take the nsk of loaning 

39 

Estimated increases in tax revenues for each of the counties are S7 million for Fresno, 
$700,000 for Kings, $2.8 million for Tulare, and $3.5 million for Kem. 

For the amount of track that travels through Kings County, the residents of our^ 

sales tax benefit and are being asked to build our own station while Fresno get S7 mi ion 
m benefit and a station.—-—-- 

40 

The employment created through project construction would employ workers in the 

regional labor force and has the potential to attract small numbers of workers to the 
region as a result of employment opportunities. The increase in population from in- 
migrating construction workers would not affect the ability of local jurisdictions to provide 
government and public services. 


Employment Discussion f n | t 0 the 



last S-6 years we are seeing the effects of an over inflated construction economy. Once 
the construction is gone, the market will crash. How does the Authority intend to 
address the construction industry after the project has been completed? 

46 

Table 3.17-7 

Because traffic volumes and population densities are sparse in rural areas, transportation and 
impacts are expected to be minimal. ^ i versus fr , 

report does not took at the type of traffic in rural areas. When looking at the Kings County area, 
traffic may be minimal, but it includes a great deal of farm equipment and farming vehicles. These 
types of transportation are critical to the operation of a facility and also present traffic hazards. 
Increased usaqe of these vehicles also has an increase cost associated with more miles traveled. 

46 

Table 3.17-7 

All alternatives have the potential to improve regional air quality by reducing regional automobile 
travel and associated emissions. Operation of a* the HST alternatives would have a bencfioai or 
less than-significant mpact on air quality. 

de&gn. traffic from Hanford. Visalia, Tulare and all surrounding areas will increase as we have the 
need to travel to Fresno to access tne HSR. Also farmg equipment wii oe significantly moacted 

46 

Table 3.17-7 

The HST System would provide benefits to safety and security under all project alternatives. 

Shemff Robinson prepared a hst of concerns. Most importantly the HSR .ntroduces a f new clement 

to emergences 

SS 

unincorporated portions of Kings (45 units and I50residents) 

This number seems low and we need to verify the number of homes that are taken out. 

ss 

An examination of suitable replacement housing alternatives indicates that all areas with 

displacements have a sufficient number of comparable replacement residences currently 
available. The communities in unincorporated Fresno and Kings counties, as well as in 
Corcoran and the Bakersfield districts - where 95% of the total residential displacements 
would occur - have vacancies in excess of the estimated displacements. 

Can the Authority provide a listing of comparable housing situations. Therefore g.ven the 
numbers the Authority is using the area around Hanford should have approximately 45+ 
rural residential property available. The report produced numbers for the Bakersfield 
area, however no numbers were produced for the Kings County area. If 45 homes will be 
taken the Authonty should ensure that we have ample opportunity to relocate and replace 
w.th the same exact style. -— 

57 

Two exceptions to this finding of sufficient vacant current residences are rural residential 

subdivisions in the vicinity of Ponderosa Road and Edna Way northeast of Hanford and 
the Newark Avenue area northeast of Corcoran. In these two locations, residents enjoy a 
unique blend of amenities (spacious lots, city services, and a country setting close to 
town). There may be very few vacant, comparable, developed rural residential 
homesteads to be used as relocation resources. If so, it may be necessary to consider 
constructing housing of last resort, or even duplicating the disrupted residential areas 
elsewhere in the vicinity. This will not be a substantial number of homes and therefore 
the impact is less than significant under CEQA. 

explanation this is simply a statement and no assurances area made. Therefore it should 
be classified as a somfieant impact. ----- 

58 

Although residential displacements m unincorporated Kings and Fresno counties are 
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smaller in number, they are still considerable and represent about 12% and 5%, 
respectively, of ail residential displacements along the alignment. Because the majonty of 
displacements in unincorporated counties are typically single-family residential 
homesteads on working agricultural lands, it may be difficult to find comparable 
replacements and relocating existing housing to nearby land may take time. As discussed 
above, this may be especially difficult for rural residential subdivisions such as Ponderosa 
Road northeast of Hanford and the Newark Avenue area northeast of Corcoran. 

... oaragraph the document explains that there are large numbers of lots and 
homes available. This section indicates that it may be difficult and could be .mpossibie 

Did this analysis also take into account the local ordinances prohibiting the development 
of such homes and small lots In the future. Once the resources is taken, it cannot be 
recreated. This m my opinion is a significant impact versus a moderate, since the General 
P’an must be modified. _ __—-- 

58 

Based on known demographics of the study area, residential displacements associated 
with the HST project could result in the relocation of high percentages of sensitive 
populations, including elderly (over 65), disabled, female heads of household, and 
linguistically isolated residents. 

It Should also be pointed out that in several instances the HSR cuts through family owner 
property where family members Irve on different parts of the property In some instances 
,c isolates family members from each other and requires them to travel several mi*es 
around the tracks In one instance is also isolates and elderly family from their family 1 
an not sure i» this ■& addressed -n community impacts.- 

61 

unincorporated Kings County (1 business and 40 employees) 

I believe the Authonty is making reference to Bakers Commodity, however there are some 
businesses along Hanford-Armooa Road and me helicopter pad and fire station at 

Houston Avenue. Altnough the number may seem small, Bakers serves all dairies from 
Fresno, Kings and Kern County This business has a very significant impact on the dairy 
industry The remainder of the section makes no mention of the Bakers, however g.ven 
the impact it can have on the community, the Authority should provide some recognition 

67 

If any relocation was determined necessary, an examination of vacant and for-sale 
agricultural properties and operations revealed a substantial supply of potential 
replacement properties were available (Loopoet 2010). In July 2010, there were 380 
agricultural properties for sale In the region, with 195 in Fresno County, 23 in Kings 

County, 97 m Tulare County, and 65 in Kem County. These operations include vacant 
agncultural land, as well as land and facilities for pasture/ranch, field crops, vineyards, 
dairy, and nut and fruit tree operations. 

This document and the Authonty fail to understand that when the alignment travels 
through a property is may only take a few acres Most land * sold in 20 acre and above 
rncremcnts. Small parcels are nard to find and very expensive. Farmers will also not 
puroase small acreage because it is not cost effective to 

eMiood of purchasing the property.-——- 

68 

The overall effect of the BNSF Alternative on agncultural business operations would be 

moderate under NEPA in the short term as agncultural operation adjustments are made, 
and in the long term, these effects would be negligible under NEPA. 

the'ahonrnSt^rhLe some irrigation system that Is impacted. The open and available 
■ •-:qat'on water ar-d the crop regi- there wr* be crop ----- 

69 

These benefits accrue not only to travelers on the HST, but also to travelers using other 



transportation modes in the region because trips would be diverted from highways and 
airports, resulting in reduced congestion (Cambridge Systemahcs Inc. 2003, 2007). 

Did the Authority study the increased traffic by locals from Visalia, Hanford and Tulare 
traveling to the stations »n Fresno and Bakersfield’ Given that this document does not 
analyze a station m Hanford, I would believe that the base case is no-station in Kings, 

Tulare, Visalia area. Also has the Authority studied the increase traffic on local roads 
given farm equipment and vehicles must now access properties on the east and west via 
roadways instead of dirt roads. This increased traffic will also cause increase wear and 
tear on roadways and require the County to invest more in operation and maintenance of 

69 

This increased connectivity in business operation and employment also translates into 

improved efficiencies in population growth as new growth concentrates around these 
stations' areas, thus reducing urban sprawl into the region's agricultural lands (Cambridge 
Systematics Inc. 2003, 2007). ^ ^ ^ 

Hanford and an area identified by the County as Agriculture. The design alignment will 
actually increase the amount of sprawl. 

69 

Property tax revenues would increase as property values across the region rise as a result 

of project benefits and also as new housing to accommodate growth is constructed and 
added to the tax rolls. 

Are there any studies that indicate that properties around die high speed rail will 
increase’ If the Authonty cannot cite any studies that show that Ag land is going to 
increase one would assume that land would decrease because it makes the property more 

69 

A 2010 study examining these opportunities determined that the HST System would 

encourage more compact and efficient growth in the region. This growth would 
encourage development within cities by incorporating more multifamily and attached 
single-family housing units in downtown areas. 

Can the Authonty provide any evidence that having the rail 3-4 miles east of the oty of 
Hanford would erveouraoe compact growth in the City’ 

70 

For the BNSF Alternative, the overall long-term net benefits of the project would be 

positive. Increases in property values and in the associated increased tax base as a result 
of project induced growth in the region would more than offset the negligible reduction in 
property tax revenues due to property acquisition. Along the BNSF Alternative, 
displacement of residences, businesses, and agricultural lands would result in estimated 
annual losses of approximately $2.5 million in property tax revenue to the four counties in 
the region. This estimated amount represents approximately 0.5% of the total fiscal year 
2009-2010 combined property tax revenue of the counties and cities in the study area. 

For Kings County the base condition is to assume that there is no station, since it is not 
reviewed m this document. Therefore increase property development will not been seen 

farms and creating tax revenue, may potentially not be purchased because they are not 

74 

Compensation for any lost production would be incorporated into property values and 
compensation paid to owners during the land acquisition process. This includes any value 
of existing assets (such as orchards) that have a future value for production. 
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that allows them to compensate for crop loss 0 How does the Authority intend to 

determine the life of the crop and the long term usage of land’ 

24 

The relocation of a waste pond or onsite facility could require undergoing a time- 

consuming process to obtain a new air quakty or water quality permit to replace the lost 
facility. Also, any full acquisition of an operation, where the project is going through the 
heart of the facilities, would require the entire operation to relocate, a difficult and time- 
consuming process given current and projected future environmental regulations. 

Therefore, given the time likely required to relocate affected crop and animal operations, 
some short-term reduction in agricultural production can be expected. 

The Authority recogm/es the need to move dairy facilities to accommodate features of the 
HSR. In moving facilities more land may be taken from the permitted facility therefore 
reducing the number of cows that are allowed to be on the facility. Has the Authority 
addressed the loss of cow milk production. For the Gaspar Dairy it is estimated that they 

m milk revenue. In 5 equates to a over SI million in economic damage to the community. 

74 

Specifically, there ts an estimated total reduction of approximately $15 million for the 

region as a whole, which represents less than 0.1% of the region's estimated $16 billion 

ha 

74 

Impacts would be highest in Kings County ($8.7 million and 53 employees), with $7 

million of this loss occurring in the dairy sector (see details below). 

The Authority should note that <ts alignment section causes the greatest amount of 
damage to Kings County and we do not have any alternatives to try and minimize the 

75 

Given that all facilities on Kings County dames would be at least 100 feet from the 
project, there would be no need to relocate structures as a result of noise effects. 

Cows are very calm animals and do not produce milk if stressed At the Gaspar Dairy the 
alignment travels through the cow corrals, therefore I believe this statement is incorrect 
Also the alignment travels within feet of the milking barn at Gaspar Dairy I have 
personally whiteness that the nose of a door opening startles the cows and they removed 
themselves from the milking pahor. - 

75 

To be conservative and not underestimate any potential effect resulting from this loss of 

land, it was assumed that dairy operations would need to reduce their milk production in 
the short term until they found replacement lands for all of the 184 acres acquired by the 
project. As a result, this short-term effect on the Kings County dairy sector is estimated at 
around $7 million, which represents 1% of the total county revenue generated annually in 
this sector. 

To be conservative, the Authority should assume that suitable replacement ground is not 
found m the future and there is a permanent loss of revenue. The Authority minimizes 
tHs impact, rw/ever cannot ersure that reolacement ground is fou d. 

77 

The presence of HST operations dose to residential neighborhoods couid affect 
community character and perceptions of quality of life in small rural communities along 
the route. However no economic consequences can be linked to these effects and the 
resulting potential for physical deterioration. 

and vaL “cteraw 

n that area. 

83 

The Authority will develop and implement a construction management plan to address 
communications, community impacts, visual protection, air quality, safety controls, noise 
controls, and traffic controls to minimize impacts on low-income households and minority 
populations. 



I believe the Authority cannot site that a mitigation is to make a mitigation plan. This 
EIR/EIS should indicate what the mitigation measures will be. What specific mitigation 
measures will be implemented ’ 

83 

Before any acquisitions occur, the Authority will consult with affected communities and 

counties to develop a relocation mitigation and enhancement plan that will 

How can the public ascertain if this mitigation will be effective or reliable given there are 
no details or a plan. ------ 

83 

Authority will minimize impacts associated with the BNSF Alternative in the rural 

residential areas around Ponderosa Road/Edna Way northeast of Hanford and the Newark 
Avenue vicinity northeast of Corcoran by conducting special outreach to affected 
homeowners to fully understand their special relocation needs. The Authority will make 
every effort to locate suitable replacement properties that are comparable to those 

Currently enjoyed by these residents, including constructing suitable facilities if necessary. 
This r> a very interesting statement, because in early discussions with URS and the 

Authority we had mentioned this as an option (to relocate the community) and we were 
told it was impossible. Between that conversation and the publishing of the EIR, what 
information did the Authority learn that it can accommodate "constructing suitable 
facilities"’ Under what circumstances will the Authonty provide this replacement of 

84 

the Authority will also initiate community workshops and conduct other types of 

community outreach to obtain input from neighborhood residents about the future use of 
the area beneath the rail guideway and identify design and use options that could 
strengthen community cohesion and be compatible with the character of the adjacent 
community. 

What assurances does the pubic have that the Authonty w-.ll follow through with these 
actions. The Authority did not engage the public in determ n.ng the impacts that wouid 
shape and form this document, therefore what policy or legal responsibility wilt ensure 
that -ic Authority camcs througn with this act on’ 

85 

In addition, the unique services provided by the rendering facility in Kings County are 

critical to dairy and livestock operations in the region. Therefore, relocation of this facility 
will occur before the existing facility is closed or steps will be taken to ensure that 
sufficient capacity is available at other facilities so there is no interruption to the services 
provided. 

This IS the only mention of the Baker Commodity faciity in this section. We need to 
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Page 

Comment —- 

1 

By following existing transportation corridors as much as possible, the design of the 

HST project reduces land use conflicts. 

The Authonty nas stated in several sections that following transportation corridors 
reduces land use and other environmental impacts. I request that the Authonty provide 
within the document for the reader and the decision maker an analysis of the reasons for 
not being on a transportation corridor in Kings County for almost the entire »engt 
through our County. This includes 30 miles of track that does not contain any 
transportation corridor. This analysis woukl tie critical to understanding why the 
erdneennq choice was made to increase the potenfa' for mpacfs.-——- 

18 

The area is charactenzed by large pared sizes and some smgie-famiiy residential 

buildings. Two residential neighborhoods are located in the study area: one cluster of 
homes is immediately to the east of the proposed station area; and a residential 
subdivision is approximately 0.5 mile west, across SR 43. 

This statement does not take into account the residential neighborhood immediately south 
of the proposed station. There are approximately 25 homes located m this area The 
document should be revised to ensure tliat tnese 25 homes are recognized and taken into 
account when making analysis. Please ensure that all sections of the document 

25 

The No Project Alternative includes many planned projects that will likely be implemented 
by the year 2035. Chapter 2, Alternatives, describes the No Project Alternative. Section 

3.19, Cumulative Impacts, provides foreseeable future projects in the Fresno to 

Bakersfield Section. These projects include shopping centers, large residential 
developments, office buildmgs/complexes, schools and hospitals, industrial facilities, 
agricultural business, and transportation projects. Growth would result in congestion, 
which based on experience in other parts of California, is likely to pressure 
expansion and new roadways. 

restatement m the document ts unfounded. Please provide evidence that the future 
development within araas will increase congestion. Practices that are being implemented 
through planning and engineering are designed to cope with the future development In 
Klnos County planners have implemented most of the current practices to promote 
concentric growth and to preserve agnculture. Recommendation: provide evidence that 
: ' - — — 

26 

While infill development could occur without the HST to act as a catalyst, much roD 
development would likely not be attracted to the downtown areas of Fresno and 

Bakersfield with the No Project Alternative. 

26 

Construction would pnmanly occur in agricultural, commercial, and mdustnai 
surroundings, which are less affected by construction activities. 



these areas are a lesser impact. The EIR should address the impacts of construction to 

agnculture which include transportation impacts, agricultural practices (including spraying 
practices, harvesting, irrigation patters and safety), economic impacts (if construction 
halts or damages a crop the impact to the adjacent farmer ts multiplied because it impacts 
the venders used by that farmer), noise and vibration (construction can create noise and 
vibration that will impact animals and crops). Recommendation: provide evidence that 

27 

Construction impacts would be temporary in duration or occur intermittently and, in 

general, would occur during the designated construction 

The EIR does not provide a definition or ‘temporary" Given the size of this project, 
construction could occur over several years. Those construction impacts could cause 
significant impacts to a multi-year timeframe. Example: Currently your construction 
staging area within Kings County is staged on 200 acres of a dairy operation. This 200 
acres requires the da>ry farmer to reduce his herd size by appro* imately 1,000 cows This 
farmer will lose production of 1,000 cows for approximately 5 to 8 years (dates provided 
m this EIR), which is a significant amount of money (easily m the m.lUoos of dollars) 
Recommendation: Provide a definition of ’temporary" and provide an analysis that the 
impacts to farmers and businesses during construction w.li not impact their way of life. 

Given this analysis this analysis provide an appropriate level of impact under NEPA and 

CEOA for the chanqe in land use. 

28 

The proposed Kings/Tulare Regional Station would be located near the city limits of 

Hanford, In unincorporated Kings County, at considerable distance from the downtown 
area. Therefore, the potential for land use changes created by the Kings/Tulare Regional 

Station would be low. ^ dicate that land se 

changes would be ‘low . Currently the land use around the area is agriculture and ruruai 

around the stations for high density housing and commeroal/services development. 

Given that Kings County nas adopted smart-growth" pnnopies and agricultural 
preservation practices, it would stand that the land use changes surrounding the 
proposed station would be significant. It would not create smart growth, as it would 
encourage development at the edges of the development sphere and it wou'<J convert 
~prime farmground' to urban uses prior to the natural growth from the center of the City 

Of Hanford towards the outside. Recommendation: Provide evidence that the land use 
changes around the stabon would be 'low" or utilize the terminology 'significant or 

28 

Increased development density in and around the HST stations would provide public 

benefits beyond the access benefits to the system itself. These include relief from traffic 
congestion, improved air quality, promotion of infill development and job opportunities, 
natural resource preservation, more affordable housing, less energy consumption, and 
better use of public infrastructure. Another positive outcome would be a revitalized 
downtown that would attract residents who would not ride the HST (as well as those who 

would). ^ ^ ^ statements in regards to the 
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Recommendation: Provide some evidence that these statement are valid for the reader 
and the decision maker to have. 

29 

Table 3.13-1 

This table indicates that 2,678 from agriculture, which was based upon the requirement 
for facilities The EIR does not address the removal of farm ground associated with the 
impacts of the rail. Example: Farmers will need to create turning roads at the edge of 

the fencing along the tracks, which in some cases can add an additional 25 feet along the 
fence line that will be required. Recommendation Prov.de an analysis of additional farm 
ground that will be removed to accommodate farming practices and reflect the full loss of 
acreage in this table. 

33 

Experience in the United States demonstrates that new transit facilities development has 
been concurrent with major changes in land development near stations (typically within 

0.25 mile of the station). 

The EIR m an earlier statement indicated that the station n Kings Courty would have a 
irvw imjwt on i,nri use. This statement seems to contradict the ixev.ous statement. 

24 

Stations are located in pnme regional and community activity centers that are attractive 

to typical market forces. 

The 'ocation of the Kings County station is approx matdy 3 m les east of the downtown 
center. The station is approximately ! 5 miles east of any residents and several miles 
away from any commercial or office space. Recommendation: The EIR should address 
how the Kings County station meets this requirement and also address any adverse 
- • > 

36 

The City of Hanford General Plan states that the development of any Urban Reserve lands 
is either not anbopated within the planning horizon, or will require the resolution of 
significant infrastructure constraints in the area prior to moving any projected 
development threshold. 

The City of Hanford General Map designates land on the west side of the city as 

Residential (Very Low-, low-. Medium-, and High-Density), Office, Light- and Heavy- 
Industrial, and Public Facilities. A significant amount of these areas, although designated 
with these land uses, are still undeveloped. None of the land uses in this area include the 
Urban Reserve prefix. Therefore, the City of Hanford is not anticipating any constraints in 
developing this area and would likely approve development on the west side of Hanford 
prior to developing any Urban Reserve lands on the east side. 

The placement of a station east of Highway 43 and several miles east of this Urban 

Reserve area is inconsistent with the principles laid out for concentrict and urban growth. 
The placement of the station east of Highway 43 will create urban sprawl if the concepts 
applied to stations become a reality. Urban homes, diops and businesses will develop 
around the station and be several miles away from town. The Urban Reserve area may 
also be left undeveloped and cneate a 'leap-frog scenario where there is an empty 
comdor several miles wide between the City of Hanford and the proposed HST station. 
Recommend: Providing an analysis of the impact associated with bang several miles 
frxjrr town so the reader and the decision maker car make ar. aop r opn3te decision. 

36 

Given the Urban Reserve and agricultural land use designations surrounding the station 

area, the availability of appropnately designated land on the west side of Hanford that 
could be developed, the potential for the Authonty to purchase conservation easements 
around the station, and the Authority's vision for the Kings/Tulare Regional Station to act 
as a transit hub, the potential for indirect effects on land use in the area surrounding the 
Kings/Tulare Regional Station Is low. Due to land use planning in the station area and 
measures that the Authority would take to preserve agncultural lands in the area, indirect 
effects from land use changes surrounding the Kings/Tulare Regional Station would be 
negligible under NEPA. Indirect impacts would be less than significant under CEQA. 

' ---- J 



The placement of the station in Kings County is located 3 miles to the east of downtown 
Hanford wlicre the current multimodal station is located The core downtown area will not 
be served by the HST. Being located on the rural fringe of the City also leaves the area to 
undergo a large land use change from Agriculture and Rural Residential to hi density 
homes and businesses. The station also has a significant impact by potentially creating 
urban sprawl and forcing development outside of the Gty before undeveloped land is 
developed. Recommendation: The Authonty provide evidence that these impacts are 
minor or change the CEQA and NEPA designations appropnately. 

36 

The FRA's and Authority's goals for Kings/Tulare station include creating a station that 
serves as a regional transportation hub to provide quick transit connections from the 

Station to the downtown areas of Hanford and Visalia; the Authority and FRA have 
approved $600,000 in planning funds to assist local Jurisdictions around the Kmgs/Tulare 
station to plan to make these goals a reality. 

The Authority is deferring the study of the Kings Station as a transportation hub to a later 
date and time. This information is needed within this report for the reader and the 
decision maker to understand if the Kings Station can be used as a transportation hub, 
the associated costs and the realistic outcomes. Recommendations. The Authority should 
postpone the EIR completion until the document is completed or remove this statement 
from the EIR. 

39 

The area affected by the potential for TOD development and the surrounding region 
would realize beneficial effects including Increased employment, recreation, and 
community cohesion. No incompatible changes in land use patterns or intensities are 
anticipated. Consequently, HST station effects related to increased density and TOD 
development would be beneficial under NEPA. Additionally, station effects related to 
increased density and TOD development would be beneficial and the impacts are 
considered less than significant under CEQA. 

The EIR does not appropriately address the impacts around the Kings Stat.on. The land 
that is currently around this area »s either agriculture, rural residential or urban reserve. 

By piacing a station and encouraging a TOD, the land will be permanently converted to 
residential, business or industrial, which is not compatible with its current zoning. 
Recommendation: The EIR reevaluate the land use changes around the Kings County 
staton to reassess the NEPA and CEOA impacts 

39 

However, the San Joaquin Valley Council of Governments has adopted 12 Smart-Growth 

Principles, a density commitment, and maps. Pnnopfes 7, 8, 11, and 12 are relevant to 
the HST project. f 

mMi • w EIR and re-cireu ! ate for review bv public and dec son makers. 

39 

In addition, the BNSF Alternative would be consistent with San Joaquin Valley Blueprint 

Principles 7 and 12 inasmuch as the BNSF Alternative follows the existing rail right-of-way 
to the greatest extent feasible. 

Although the EIR does not include the San Joaquin Vei'ey Blueprint Principles, it seems as 
if being along the BNSF is a benefit. However, the EIR states that <t is along the BNSF for 
the "greatest extent feasible The EIR does not define nor descr.be what "feasible" is. 

40 

Local and regional transportation plans related to the Fresno to Bakersfield Section 

identify the need to improve mobility in the Central Valley and to reduce dependency on 
automobile travel by improving transit accessibility and by encouraging the use of 
alternative transportation modes. 
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regional goals. The placement of a station in Fresno and Bakersfield may not decrease 

the level of traffic on road and if Kings County does not build a station then it could 
"crease the traffic as more people will have to travel to Fresno and Bakersfield to access 
the tram. Thcs should also be studied in concert with the statement made earlier in the 

EIR that the Amtrak service in Hanford may cease given we cannot support two tram 
systems. Recommendation: Provide evidence through a study or data that shows that 
people will ndc the tram in the Central Valley and there win be a net reduction m vehicle 

40 

The station area is zoned as light industnal by Kings County and the station would be 

compatible with this zoning. Land uses surrounding the HST station are zoned as 
commercial and Industrial. Zoning in the study area is compatible with the Kings/Tulare 
Regional Station and would not be inconsistent with a policy adopted to avoid physical 
impacts. Since the station use would be consistent with existing land use zoning, effects 
would be negligible under NEPA. Impacts would be less than significant under CEQA. 

The land that the Kings Station sits on is United Agr,culture. To the south of the station 
is Heavy Industnal and Very Low Density Residential. The land surrounding the station is 
Urn.ted Agriculture. The placement of a station is not compatible with the Limited 
Agriculture and the Very Low Density Residential Please see Figure LU 16 of the Kings 
County General Plan • Land Use Planning document. Recommend: Reviewing the land 
use designations by Kings county and adjusting the CEQA and NEPA analysis and the 
subsequent fmdmgs to reflect this adjustment Document should be adjusted and 

41 

The program design strategies of involving the local junsdictions in the development of 

station planning and alignment design considerations, in identification of issues, and in 
avoidance measures and solutions, and also of providing information to assist local 
jurisdictions In accommodating the proposed HST and TOD opportunities around stations 
in updates of local general plans, are collectively reducing the potential for land use 
conflicts. 

The Authority has consistently ignored contact to coordinate with the Kings County 

Board of Supervisors as evidenced in a letter and supporting documents sent on August 7, 
2011 to the Federal Railroad Administration Can the Authority please provide evidence 
within the EIR that would indicate that the design strategy of coordination with local 
junsc-ctions has taken place Please provide meeting times and dates along with minutes 
and outcomes. Recommendation: Provide evidence that local coordination efforts have 
taken place and that the coordination provided substantive results that would minimize 
the impacts to land use around stations and along the alignment of the HSR. If no 
evidence is provided please provide notice within the EIR that no, or very little local 

42 

1 _ 

Permanent conversion of land to transportation-related land uses is considered a 
negligible effect because the new transportation land uses would be adjacent to existing 
transportation corridors and would not result in substantial impacts on land use patterns. 
Lands changed to transportation-related land uses would encompass less than 0.01% of 
the total land area In Fresno, Kings, Tulare, and Kem counties. 



analysis needs to be conducted for the entire route. For Kings County, which is 
approximately 25% of the first segment of track, this is a Significant impact. 
Recommendation: Provide an analysis of the conversion of land use when fields are not 
utilized along transportation corridors and a study of the loss of the rurual residential 
l-crnes This studv will necessitate the revlsitationof the imoacts under CEOA and NEPA. 

42 

Effects related to increased density around the HST stations that would minimize sprawl 
and promote TOD are considered beneficial and would revitalize the downtown areas of 
Fresno and Bakersfield. 

This statement in the EIR does not address the Kings/Tulare Station. In the Kings/Tulare 

Hanford and create an area 3 miles east of the Downtown that is not currently served by 
arty utilities or services and is separated by a urban reserve area that is not targeted for 
any immediate or long term development. The EIR and the Authority is attempting to 
identify benefits, while ignoring the impacts. Recommendation- Provide an analysis of 
the Kings/Tulare Station that addresses directly the location of the station at 3 miles east 
of the Hanford downtown. This should include land use changes that must take place to 
accommodate the station along with the short term and long term land use plans from 
the edge of any development along the City of Hanford to the proposed station. An 
analysis of the definition of sprawl and its relation to this station should also be provided. 
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Page 

Comment 

1 

The Statewide Program EIR/EIS (Authority and FRA 2005) concluded that the project 

would have a significant impact on agricultural lands and committed to mitigation 
strategies and design practices to reduce those effects. These mitigation strategies and 
design practices include avoiding farmland when selecting the HST alignment, situating 
the alignment adjacent to existing railroad rights-of-way or U.S. Geological Survey section 
lines that divide properties, and securing conservation easements to mitigate impacts. 

Can the Authonty please explain how the alignment through Kings County fits this 

discussion n the EIR/EIS that provides evidence that the alignment through Kings County 
;s scientifically justified to be outside of the railroad alignment. There are no studies 
presented that show any engineering aspects that would prevent the HSR from following 
the BNSF corrdor. Recommendation: Provide a-aiysis and data that would indicate that 
the alignment througn Kings County requires the alignment to travel through pnme rarm 
around not adiacent to the railroad rights-of-way.- 

1 

The Farmland Protection Policy Act (FPPA, 7 U.S.C. Section 4201 et seq.) is intended to 
protect farmland and requires federal agencies to coordinate with the U.S. Department of 
Agriculture (USDA), Natural Resource Conservation Service (NRCS), if their activities may 
irreversibly convert farmland to nonagncultural use, either directly or indirectly. 

Did the authonty coordinate with the USDA or the NRCS in selecting this alignment or any 

8 

In addition, analysts examined farmland severance on a parcel by-parcel basis for each 

alternative to identify where severance would create two parcels, and result in remainder 
parcels) that would be too small to be farmed economically. The quantity of the non¬ 
economic remainder parcels was then added to the footprtnt quantity to identify total 
Important Farmland converted to nonagricultural use for each alternative. 

Who determines what parcels are too small to be farmed economically’Was an 
agricultural spec.aiist used in determining what is too small to be farmed econorrvcaily 

What were the criteria for unusable parcels’ Recommendation: Prov.de further 
,nformation on how the remainder parcels were determined and the process or 

rhP «-onom,c viable farm.nq operation on that land. It is also cntical that 
determining me economic viame 

mfonnation iscnbedto the decision making process of the reader ana the deosion 
—d<^r, 

8 

Project staff combined the scores for both the land evaluation and site assessment 

portions of Form NRCS-CPA-106 to arrive at a total score for each alternative. The 
maximum possible score is 260 points. If the score «s less than 160 points, no 
further evaluation is necessary under the FPPA. If the score is greater than 160, the FPPA 
requires consideration of alternat ves that avoid or minimize farm and impacts. 

• Jj - - - 

8 

Agncultural lands are not replaceable, and therefore any farmland conversion is a 
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1032-222 


1032-223 


1032-224 


1032-225 


1032-226 


1 - 

• The location of Stations, although m Fresno and Bakersfield are In urban settings 
the Ktngs/Tulare station is proposed to be on ag ground located 3 miles from the 
downtown Hanford area. This will cause growth and conversion of the 
surrounding farm ground to support the stabon. 

• In the Fresno station area, the business and area is suffering from blight and 
neglect. Several projects have been in progress m the downtown Fresno area to 

projects have been successful. The EIR/EIS for ttes project does not present 
any data, facts or evidence that this project will create any of this success or 
return to downtown. Therefore it could also be realized that increased growth 
will be m conversion of farm ground and may be potentially increased due to the 
population the HSR will bring to Fresno. 

Recommendation: Address the above concerns. 

32 

Table 3.14-5 

This table indicates that the acreage of Important Farmlands Permanently Affected is 733 
acres for Kings County. This number is much large- than the other Counties such as 

Fresno and Tulare County. Recommendation: The EIR/EIS look at alternatives to 

through Kings County. The EIR/EIS provides no attempt to minimize the impact to farm 
Ground ny looldna objectively at alternatives. 

35 

As shown in Figure 3.14-1, most development in the southern San Joaquin Valley that is 

currently bemg planned or permitted is located in the vtonlty of urban centers and/or 
along SR 99. 

The EIR/EIS KfentifleS '.he population growth areas will occur along Highway 99. Why 
does the EIR/EIS not provide an alternative analysis of an alignment along Highway 99 as 
a part of the EIR/EIS As the population grows m that area, access to HSR would be 
critical As they puruse their growth patterns they will have greater ndership and 
potential for uban development. This would preserve the smaller farming based 
communities along the BNSF corridor and allow for greater amounts of farmland 
protection Recommendation: Provide an alternatives analysts withm the EIR/EIS that 
shows the benefits and impacts between the BNSF and a potential Highway 99 
alternative. The analysts should be on an ever CFQA and NEPA basis so the reader and 
decision make can make an appropnate analysts and decston. 

38 

None of the alternatives would cause adverse wind effects on adjacent agricultural lands 

nor would they interfere with aerial spraying of the crops. 

The Kings County Ag Commissioner has consistency informed the Authority that spraying 
of chemical adjacent to the HSR would present problems. This s the case for both aerial 

chemicals has not been addressed by the EIR/EIS. The Authonty has also not provided 
any evidence from the applicators as to any impacts. From discussion with local spraying 
companies, the potential for drift and migration is significant and will impact their 
insurance ratings. Therefore, the applicators may hold a policy not to spray along the 

HST. Recommendation: CEQA and NEPA require the lead agency to provide analysis mto 
potential impacts due to a project. This EIR/EIS relies upon limited to no information to 
make daims. In regards to spraying of crops, the EIR/EIS provides Jttleto nodtafch 

39 

Table 3.14-9 

How were these values calculated? If the remnant pieces increased, doe it also increase 
the factor Need to identify how the remnant pieces were calculated and which pieces 
were determined to be remnants (basically where is the backup data)? 



permanent depletion of the resource. 

Did the analysis of farmland conversion take into account the need to provide a buffer 
aieng the alignment to allow for turning and traveling parallel with the alignment If this 
number was not used, it will affect the total acreage converted. The Authority has 
consistently not recognized the need for a buffer (turning lane) along the alignment to 
allow for access and setbacks, which wii remove ground fron farming- 

23 

Tulare and Kings counties have the greatest percentage, 84% and 82%, respectively, of 

their Important Farmland and Grazing Land in Williamson Act and FSZ contracts, while 

Kem and Fresno counbes have the smallest percentages, at approximately 62% and 68%, 

This shows the importance of farmina to the County. - 

29 

In accordance with Federal Aviation Regulations 137, Agricultural Aircraft Operations, and 
the California Code of Regulations, Division 6, Pesticides and Pest Control Operations, 
aircraft apply some pesticides when the wind speed and direction are favorable to avoid 
dispersing chemicals beyond the target area. Aenal applications occur near existing 
railroad tracks (Karen Alfson, Agriculture Standard Specialist HI, Fresno County 

Agriculture Commission, Tim Niswander, Agriculture Commissioner, Kings County, Judy 
Brandt, Agriculture Inspector, Tulare County, Ruben Arroyo, Agnculture Commissioner, 

Kern County, Apnl 20, 2011, personal communication)). Approximately 85% of aerial 
application occurs at night in the south San Joaquin Valley; a 200-acre field takes about 

15 minutes to spray by air (Dennis Hansen, Owner, Kerman Air Services, Apnl 20, 2011, 
personal communication). 

This description of aerial appi.caton of pesticides is very disjointed. Chd they ascertain if 
applicator apply pesticides in the presence of a train’ They can spray around the tracks, 
hcr.vever I do not believe they spray if there is a tram present. This area also does not 

prevalent n the farming community------- 

29 

The 100-foot wide right-of-way for the BNSF Alternative would cross through the property 

of 1 dairy and 1 poultry farm in Fresno County, 12 dairies and 1 cattle feedlot In Kings 
County, and 1 dairy and 1 cattle feedlot in Tulare County. 

The Authority should understand that «n Kings County the ahgnment does not follow a 
transportation corridor, therefore the impacts are increased. These numbers show how 
lings County is much higher n impacts to dairies than other counties. ^- 

31 

The No Project Alternative would result in substantial farmland conversion to 

accommodate anticipated growth in the region that would occur without the proposed 

HST project. In comparison, the HST alternatives would convert farmland for construction 
of the project, but would also provide opportunities for focusing future development on 
land that is already urbanized. This could reduce the amount of farmland converted to 
urban uses to accommodate projected future growth, depending on future local land use 

decision* ^ is need more description The EIR/EIS does not address 


^ • in Kings County under the Cortez., Knox, Hert/berg Act of 2000, counties were 
tongs CountSfthe County was able to reduce therSOI by 11,000 acres therefore 


• The earlier sections of the EIR/EIS indicate that the HSR will mmxluce^growth to 
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1032-231 


41 

The alignments follow existing transportation corridors (i.e., SR 43, UPRR, and BNSF) as 
much as possible, but in some cases the alignments deviate from those corridors and 
bisect agricultural parcels. The reasons for these deviations indude maintaining mandated 
travel times, optimizing the location of a potential Kings/Tulare Regional Station, and 
reducing Impacts to urban areas, farmland, waters of the U.S., and habitat for threatened 
or endangered speoes. 

This seems to be tne explanation for routing the alignment away from the BNSF and 
havinq it qo to the east. -- 

1032-232 


41 

The right-of-way acquisition process provides additional opportunities to reduce hardships 
caused by access severance. As part of this process, the Authont/s right-of way agents 
would work with each affected property owner to address issues of concern. Agents 
would attempt to resolve conflicts, for example by arranging additional property transfers 
to consolidate ownership. For large properties, agents may be able to arrange for 
additional grade separated crossings (e.g., underpasses or small overpasses). 

It seems that the Authority >s not addressing this issue, but leaving «t to a later time. The 

Impact the fetors m Tab* 3.14-9 and therefore change the analysis. Under CEQA the 

EIR snail identify mitigation measures for each impact (see CEQA Guidelines Section 

15126.4 subdivision (aX tXA)). The mitigation measure must be fully enforceable 
through permit conditions, agreements or other legally binding instruments. The Lead 
Agency is also precluded from making the required CEQA findings unless the record 
shows that ali uncertainties regarding the mitigation of impacts have been resolved; and 
tne agency may not rely on mitigation measures of uncertain efficacy cf feasibility (Kings 
County Farm Bureau v. Cty of Hanford (1990) 221 Cal.App.3d692, 727-728). The 

EIR/EIS improperly defers the analysis and mitigation measure to some point In the 
future. Changes m values may indicate this as a significant impact once all parcels are 

1032-233 


43 

Agents would attempt to resolve conflicts, for example by reconfiguring facilities so that 
there is no net loss of operational capacity. The agents might not be able to resolve ail 
issues, and would offer compensation to landowners that demonstrate a hardship from 
toss of facilities. 

Does this qualify as one of those items that they are leaving for a future analysis’ Did the 
Authority do its due diligence in understanding the costs associated with the loss of cows 
on annual production’ Under CEQA the EIR shall toentify m tigation measures for each 
impact (see CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.4 subdiv.sson (aX 1 )(A)) The mitigation 
measure must be fully enforceable through permit conditions, agreements or other legally 
binding instruments. The Lead Agency is also precluded from making the required CEQA 
fmdmgs unless the record shows that all uncertainties regarding the mitigation of impacts 
have been resolved; and the agency may not rely on mitigation measures of uncertain 
efficacy of feasibility (Kings County Farm Bureau v. Oty of Hanford (1990) 221 
Cal.App.3d692, 727-728). The EIR/EIS improperly defers the analysis and mitigation 
measure to some ooint in the future. 

1032-234 


44 

FRA found that the airflow dissipates in less than 1 second (FRA 1999). Another study 

found that wind generated by the train has a velocity of approximately 10% of the tram 
velocity at a distance of 3 meters (approximately 10 feet) from the tram (Neppert and 
Sanderson 1977; Mark Sterling and Chns Baker, School of Engineering, University of 
Birmingham, United Kingdom, August 23, 2010, personal communication). 

simply a personal communication and mcre_are no studies to back it up.- 

1032-235 

1 

45 

Aerial Spraying 


presence of humans during and after construction. In a discussion with Blair Air, the 
owner indicated that the greatest concern is the application of chemicals near people. 
There will be multiple claims against his company. They will apply at night and worker* 
will smell the chemical in the morning and make claims. He Is also worried about the 
drift situation. Need to also address the increased testing regime and the losvering to 
the PPT limit and the zero tolerance regulations ___ 
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Section 3.16 Aesthetics and Visual Resources 


Page 

Comment 

34 

Under all alternatives, the proposed HST stations would not substantially degrade the 

existing visual character or quality of the site and its surroundings. The design of the 

Fresno and Bakersfield HST stations could offer a strong focal element unifying the 
surrounding urban elements. ^ 

indicates visual impacts in this statement for the Fresno and Bakersfield section. 
Recommendation: Provide a statement ind«catmg the impact on visual appearance of the 

would be a sian-Tcant impact to the vsuai quality of the enyircnmajS.--- 

37 

In urban areas, staging areas would be largest at the HST stations. Both urban HST 
stations (Fresno Station and Bakersfield Station) would be adjacent to the BNSF nght-of ■ 
way, where adjacent land uses are accustomed to freight and industrial movements. 

The EIR does not include an analysis of the visual .mpact on adjacent land uses for the 
Kings/Tuiare Station. Recommendation The EIR seems to selectively include and om.t 
the Kings/Tulare station. If th<s station & not currently planned for construction unaer 
this project scope, it should be removed from the analyse given the construction of the 
station is not a concrete item. 
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1032-240 


1032-241 


Section 3.18 Regional Growth _ _ 

1 

Comment___ __ .. -- 

The BNSF Alternative would result in approximate 9.000 acres of addit.on growth over the No 

Project Alternative, or an increase of approximately 0.9% more acres of induced urban,cat,on 


1 

Taken together, these results suggest that additional population growth under hst wouw oe 
driven by job growth due to the initiation of HST service, rather than due to long-term population 
shifts from the Bay Area and Southern California based on long-distance commuting. 

1 

The Final Program EIR/EIS for the Proposed California HST System (S^ide Program EIR/EIS) _ 

(Authority and FRA 200S) and the Final Bay Area to Central Vall W «lgh;^d Train (HST 
Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Impact Statement (EIR/EIS) (Authority 
[2008] 2010) did not identify growth impacts requiring mitlgaoon. Therefore, no program-level 
mitigation strategies related to growth have been incorporated into the proposed HST 

alternatives for the Fresno to Bakersfield Section 

the CtQA and NCPA tloc..n’iVl .— -— -- 

2 

The San Joaquin Valley Blueprint Roadmap (the Biuepr.nt) (San Joaquin Valley Regional Poncy 

CouncH 2010) is a plan for the future of the San Joaquin Valley 

2 

■ Bluoorint sccni.M thit the Sin lowoin vall„ R«ional Policy Council-J 
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planned for development; more resources are preserved for future generations, distinctive 

communities are enhanced; and more travel choices, including high-speed rail, are available >n the 
future than currently exist. 

16 

The analysis shows the HST alternatives would create additional employment and business 

opportunities and attract higher-wage jobs in comparison to the No Project Alternative. The HST 
alternatives, however, would only slightly raise the projected population and employment growth 
beyond growth anticipated under the No Project Alternative. 

16 

The HST Induced growth would, therefore, not require farmland conversion or the extension of 
public infrastructure beyond what is currently planned. The Final Bay Area to Central Valley High 
Speed Train (HST) Program Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Impact Statement 
(EIR/EIS) reported that the more compact development patterns likely to occur under the HST 
alternatives could reduce farmland conversion by 30,000 acres statewide by year 2030 (Authority 
and FRA (2008) 2010). 

16 

Analysis of population increase prepared for the HST project shows that population and 

employment growth would be consistent with and support regional growth management plans 
and programs, which encourage infill development, concentrating growth in urban areas, and 
providing transit options and connections for regional residents and workers 

evaluate the jmsxu on a CFQA md NEPA bas s. 

17 

Table 3-18-7 

The EIR does not provide any background cn now the numbers in this table were 
produced. What arc some of the Direct Employment job and ukmcbo 

» 

As shown in Table 3.18-16, the HST would Increase population by approximately 3%, or 

approximately 110,650 people over the 203S populatton forecasted in regional planning 
documents. Based on a probabie population density of approximately 10 persons per acre (see 
Section 2.4, No Project Description for justification), an additional 11,065 acres of land would be 
needed to accommodate this additional population. 




25 

The HST project would encourage increased densities resulting in more compact urban 

development around the Fresno and Bakersfield stations. 

26 

However, this toss of farmland would occur even absent the HST, and development around HST 

stations would direct housing into higher-density and more sustainable development patterns and 
help achieve the goals of regional growth management plans and General Plans in these areas. 
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1032-1 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-07. 

1032-2 

Figure 3.11 -4 has been modified in the Final EIR/EIS to indicate the location of the 
Kings County Houston Avenue fire station. 

The impact of the HST alternatives on this station was analyzed in the Draft EIR/EIS 
and Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS. The BNSF Alternative is located near the 
station to the east. The HST would not alter any public roads in the vicinity of the fire 
station that are used for emergency response. As described in Section 3.11.5, the BNSF 
Alternative is approximately 845 feet east of the heliport at the station. In addition, the 
Houston Avenue overcrossing of the HST alignment is located about 320 feet south of 
the heliport at its closest point. The Part 77 approach and departure surface for a 
heliport has an 8 to 1 slope and extends 4,000 feet from the takeoff and landing area, 
which is centered on the helipad. The HST would be at-grade in the vicinity of the 
heliport, which would put the top of the catenary system for the train at an elevation of 
about 35 feet above the ground surface. The helipad Part 77 approach and departure 
surface is about 105 feet above the ground surface at this location. The helipad Part 77 
surface is about 40 feet above the ground surface at its closest point to the Houston 
Avenue overcrossing. At this location, the overcrossing would be approximately 12 feet 
above ground surface. None of the proposed HST facilities would penetrate the Part 77 
surfaces for the station heliport. 

1032-3 

Responses to questions submitted by the Kings County Sheriff are provided in Volumes 
IV and V of the Final EIR/EIS. 

1032-4 

The design of the Fresno to Bakersfield Section provides for a station platform for the 
Kings/Tulare Regional Station. Construction of the station will depend on ridership 
demand. 

Section 3.11.4 of the EIR/EIS provides an analysis of crime statistics for 


1032-4 

Hanford, Fresno and Bakersfield. Crime statistics are provided for Hanford because the 
Kings/Tulare Regional Station would be located adjacent to the city and it is likely that 
crime rates in the station area would be similar to those in the city of Hanford rather than 
Kings County as a whole. 

1032-5 

SkyLife helicopter service based at Fresno Yosemite International Airport seasonally 
staffs an air ambulance at Kings County Fire Station #4 from June through September. 
This information has been included in Section 3.11 of the Final EIR/EIS. The project 
would not impact the use of the helipad at station #4. 

1032-6 

As described in Impact S&S #10 in Section 3.11 of the EIR/EIS, the Fresno and 
Bakersfield HST stations would introduce new activity centers into the downtown areas. 
The Kings/Tulare Regional Station-East Alternative would be located immediately east 
of the city of Hanford's sphere of influence. Kings County has zoned land in the vicinity 
of the station site for commercial development, and the station could help accelerate this 
development. The Kings/Tulare Regional Station-West Alternative is located adjacent to 
the city of Hanford planning boundary and is within the Armona Community Planning 
Area of Kings County. The station site land use designation within Kings County is 
Limited Agriculture. This station could stimulate development in the area. The 
associated development and economic activity that would indirectly result from the 
presence of the HST stations could increase demand for local emergency responders 
and require new or physically altered government facilities (such as police or fire 
stations) that might affect the environment. 

The stations themselves would introduce new passengers into the cities, which could 
increase the demand for fire and ambulance services. Because the stations would have 
onsite security patrols, no increased demand for police protection is anticipated. 
Increased economic activity around stations would result in increased property and 
sales tax revenues to help offset costs of additional service demands. However, since 
the project could increase the demand for fire and ambulance services, the construction 
of which might affect the environment, the impact on emergency response could have 
moderate intensity under NEPA and could be significant under CEQA. 
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1032-6 

The Authority has developed Mitigation Measure S&S MM#1 to mitigate this impact. 

That mitigation measure is described in Section 3.11.7 of the EIR/EIS. 

1032-7 

Construction accidents can happen, as indicated in Section 3.11.5 of the EIR/EIS, but as 
discussed in Section 3.11.6, construction safety and health plans developed by the 
Authority will establish safety and health guidelines for contractors. These plans require 
contractors to develop and implement site-specific measures that address regulatory 
requirements to protect human health and property at construction sites. In addition, 
final design includes development of a detailed construction transportation plan that 
would include coordination with local jurisdictions on emergency vehicle access. The 
plan would establish procedures for temporary road closures, including access to 
residences and businesses during construction, lane closure, signage and flag persons, 
temporary detour provisions, alternative bus and delivery routes, emergency vehicle 
access, and alternative access. The potential risk and consequences of construction 
accidents were not judged to be great enough to warrant further evaluation. 

1032-8 

There is no list of temporary road closures provided in Section 3.2. Section 3.2 
describes the permanent road closures for each project alternative. The number of 
permanent closures are as follows: 

BNSF Alternative - 45 
Hanford West Bypass alternatives - 5 
Corcoran Elevated Alternative -1 
Corcoran Bypass Alternative - 7 
Allensworth Bypass Alternative - 3 
Wasco-Shafter Bypass Alternative -18 
Bakersfield South Alternative - 3 
Bakersfield Hybrid Alternative -10 

Adding the permanent and temporary road closures would not change the conclusions 
of the analysis. Not all roads that would be temporarily or permanently closed would be 


1032-8 

closed at the same time. Temporary and permanent road closures would be phased so 
that impacts on traffic circulation would be minimized. As described in Section 3.11.6, 
final design includes development of a detailed construction transportation plan that 
would include coordination with local jurisdictions on emergency vehicle access. The 
plan would establish procedures for temporary road closures, including access to 
residences and businesses during construction, lane closure, signage and flag persons, 
temporary detour provisions, alternative bus and delivery routes, emergency vehicle 
access, and alternative access locations. 

1032-9 

The analysis requested in this comment would be speculative. It is not possible to 
accurately estimate the number and nature of calls to law enforcement regarding 
vandalism and theft at a construction site. All other information requested in this 
comment is based on the number and nature of incidents. 

As indicated in Section 3.11, the construction contractor would provide appropriate 
security at construction sites; therefore, the number of incidents of vandalism and theft 
are expected to be low as is the case at most other large construction sites. As a 
result, project construction is not expected to tax the resources of the Kings County 
Sheriff Department. No information provided in these comments or in the Kings County 
Sheriff's comments provides substantive evidence that this would not be the case. 

CEQA does not consider demands for government services an environmental issue. 
Environmental impacts related to public services under CEQA are associated with the 
provision of and the need for new or physically altered governmental facilities, the 
construction of which could cause significant environmental impacts, in order to maintain 
acceptable service ratios, response times, or other performance objectives for any of the 
public services, including fire protection, police protection, and emergency services. No 
information provided in these comments or comments provided by the Kings County 
Sheriff indicates that the Sheriff's Department would need to construct new facilities or 
physically alternative existing facilities to respond to security issues at project 
construction sites. 
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1032-10 

Section 15148 of the CEQA Guidelines states: "Preparation of EIRs is dependent upon 
information from many sources, including engineering project reports and many 
scientific documents relating to environmental features. These documents should be 
cited but not included in the EIR." 

The book by Mr. Aldrich would have been made available at the Authority's office in 
Hanford if the commenter had requested to review the book. No such request was 
received by the Authority during the public comment period. 

1032-11 

The design for ensuring safety of passengers from a train-to-train collision within an HST 
system is provided in the paragraph following the sentence referenced in this comment. 

1032-12 

Section 15148 of the CEQA Guidelines states: "Preparation of EIRs is dependent upon 
information from many sources, including engineering project reports and many 
scientific documents relating to environmental features. These documents should be 
cited but not included in the EIR." 

The paper by Rao and Tsai is available at 

http://www.trb.org/Publications/Blurbs/159315.aspx. This reference would have been 
made available at the Authority's office in Hanford if the commenter had requested to 
review it. No such request was received by the Authority during the public comment 
period. 

1032-13 

Section 3.11 states that physical containment elements, such as derailment walls, are 
one of a variety of strategies to ensure containment of the HST within the right-of-way in 
the event of a derailment. Additional strategies encompass design, operation, and 
maintenance of the system to prevent derailments and to contain the train within the 
right-of-way in the event of a derailment. For example, the equipment specifications for 
California HSTI call for undercarriage clamps and traction motor casing designs that will 
enable the trains to “hug” the rails in the event of a derailment and keep them in 


1032-13 

alignment with the track structure. This feature, plus the tight-coupled, articulated nature 
of the train sets will allow the trains to behave during a derailment in a manner which 
promotes the safest possible outcome. The operating system for the train will be fully 
automated with state-of-the-art communication, access-control, and monitoring and 
detection systems to help prevent derailments from occurring. The proposed automatic 
train control system will prevent train-to-train collisions in the HST system. The proposed 
seismic detection system will allow the HST system to react to detected seismic events 
in a manner what will provide options for significantly reducing the risk of derailment 
and/or injuries and damage in the event of a major earthquake. As a standard 
maintenance procedure, the track at any point will be inspected several times a week 
using measurement and recording equipment aboard special measuring trains that will 
run between midnight and 5 a.m. and usually pass over any given section of track once 
in the night. Irregularities in the rail would be fixed immediately. 

1032-14 

It is not possible to provide a mathematical probability/risk calculation for an accident on 
the California HST System that would result in injury to people adjacent to the right-of- 
way. Such a calculation requires multiyear information on passenger miles traveled and 
number of accidents that result in offsite injuries and/or fatalities. There are no HST 
systems operating in the United States. Therefore, the data do not exist here. 

Specific data on passenger miles traveled are not readily available for HST systems in 
other countries. According to news releases, the Japanese HST system carried 
approximately 6 billion passengers over 40 years between 1964 and 2004 (Central 
Japan Railway Company 2011). Over that period, there has never been an injury or 
fatality to people adjacent to the right-of-way. Also, no passenger fatalities have 
occurred on the Japanese HST system due to derailments or collisions. There have 
been injuries caused by doors closing on passengers or their belongings. The French 
TGV is reported to have carried about 1.7 billion passengers between 1981 and 2010. 
Where the train operated on dedicated track, there have been 8 passenger injuries due 
to derailments and no injuries to people adjacent to the right-of-way (TGVweb 2011). 
High-speed train service has operated in Germany since 1991. No statistics on 
passenger-miles-traveled are readily available for the German HST system. The 
accident on the German HST system reported in Section 3.11, Safety and Security, of 
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1032-14 

the EIR/EIS resulted in 101 fatalities and 87 injuries to passengers but no injuries to 
people outside the right-of-way (National Aeronautics and Space Administration 2007; 
North East Wales Institute of Higher Education 2004). High-speed rail service began in 
China in 2007. It is reported that HSTs account for 25.7% of total passenger traffic in 
China, with HSTs transporting 1.33 million passengers daily (International Railway 
Journal 2013). As reported in Section 3.11, an accident in 2011 on the Chinese HST 
system resulted in 40 deaths and 72 injuries. Some of the casualties of this accident 
were members of the public not riding the train but present in the vicinity of the accident. 

Although a probability calculation cannot be made for the risk of injury to people 
adjacent to the California HST System right-of-way, it is clear from the evidence that the 
risk is very low. HST systems throughout the world have operated for billions of 
passenger miles for several decades with no injuries to people not traveling on the train. 

1032-15 

Section 15148 of the CEQA Guidelines states: "Preparation of EIRs is dependent upon 
information from many sources, including engineering project reports and many 
scientific documents relating to environmental features. These documents should be 
cited but not included in the EIR." 

This reference would have been made available at the Authority's office in Hanford if the 
commenter had requested to review it. No such request was received by the Authority 
during the public comment period. 

1032-16 

Section 3.11 of the EIR/EIS provides the specifications for protection barriers based on 
the design Technical Memorandum 2.1.7. Volume III of the EIR/EIS provides plan 
drawings showing the location of intrusion barriers. This is adequate information for 
decisionmakers and the public to understand the safety of the system with regards to 
intrusions into the HST right-of-way. The comment provides no substantive evidence 
that additional information is required for the environmental analysis of safety. 

The HST right-of-way would be fenced with a 7-foot-high, galvanized steel, woven mesh 
or chain-link fence secured at the top and bottom to galvanized pipe railing. Fence posts 


1032-16 

would be set in concrete footings set into concrete retaining walls or set in rigid traffic 
barriers. The fence would be equipped with electronic intrusion-detection devices. 
Intrusion of farm equipment would be immediately detected by these electronic devices, 
which would cause an emergency stop of trains in the section. This would minimize the 
potential of collisions between the HST and farm equipment. 

1032-17 

This comment implies that there is a great deal of pedestrian and bicycle traffic using 
private unpaved roads that would be forced to use public roads with the construction of 
the HST and those public roads are implied to be unsafe. No evidence is provided that 
substantial pedestrian and bicycle traffic would be put at risk with this scenario. Kings 
County has road design standards that provide for shoulders that can be used safely for 
pedestrian and bicycle traffic. The comment provides no substantive evidence that the 
shift of some pedestrian and bicycle traffic from private unpaved roads that are not 
required to meet any roadway design standards to public roads that have been built 
to adopted safety standards would put this pedestrian and bicycle traffic at greater risk 
for accidents. 

1032-18 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-S&S-04. 

As described in Section 2.2.1, HST operation would follow safety and security plans 
developed by the Authority in cooperation with FRA to include the following: 

• A System Safety Program Plan, including a Safety and Security Certification Program, 
which would be developed during the final design and construction phases to address 
safety, security, and emergency response as they relate to the day-to-day operation of 
the system. 

• A Threat and Vulnerability Assessment for security and a Preliminary Hazard Analysis 
and Vehicle Hazard Analysis for safety during the preliminary engineering phase to 
produce comprehensive design criteria for safety and security requirements mandated 
by local, state, or federal regulations and industry best practices. 
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1032-18 

• A Fire Life Safety Program and a System Security Plan. Under federal and state 
guidelines and criteria, the Fire Life Safety Plan would address the safety of passengers 
and employees as it relates to emergency response. The System Security Plan would 
address design features of the project intended to maintain security at the stations, 
within the trackwork right-of-way, and onboard trains. Compliance with these measures 
would maximize the safety and security of passengers and employees of the HST 
project so that adverse safety and security impacts would be less than significant. 

Additional information regarding system safety and security is provided in Section 3.11 
of the EIR/EIS. This section states that fire and rescue agencies follow their own 
standard emergency response protocols for industrial sites when responding to 
emergencies at high-risk facilities. See also Impact S&S #7 - Risk of Fire. 

As discussed in Section 3.11 of the Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS,project design 
features have minimized the potential for train accidents; therefore, local response to 
accidents along the HST alignment is not expected to be required, because any incident 
would be extremely rare. For emergency preparedness, however, the Authority would 
collaborate with local responders to develop a Fire and Life Safety Program for 
emergency response in case of an accident or other emergency (see Sections 3.11.6, 
Project Design Features, and 3.11.7, Mitigation Measures). Because the need for local 
emergency services along the track would be extremely rare, estimation of increased 
calls for fire suppression along the alignment would be speculative. 

As indicated above, a Fire Life Safety Program and a System Security Plan will be 
developed for the project in accordance with federal and state guidelines. This plan will 
address the types of fires that could occur on an operating train and the systems that 
would be used to suppress these fires and protect passengers. Development of this plan 
is a commitment of the project designer to meet federal and state safety performance 
standards; therefore, CEQA and NEPA do not require the environmental document to 
contain a full study of potential for fire risk. 

This comment states: "In most instances a full fire cannot be contained by suppression 
methods and a fireman must be called to assist." This statement is purely speculative 
and not supported by any factual evidence provided in the submission. The comment 


1032-18 

goes on to ask how firemen respond to a train traveling at 220 mph. In the very unliley 
event of a fire on an operating train, the response would depend upon the specific 
location of the train. Trains in the immediate vicinity of a station would likely be brought 
into the station where passengers would be evacuated and the fire suppressed. Trains 
not in the immediate vicinity of a station would make an emergency stop on the tracks, 
passengers would be evacuated and the fire would be suppressed. As described in 
Impact S&S #9 in Section 3.11, elevated track would include a walking surface and a 
lateral safety railing, in accordance with standard engineering design requirements 
(NFPA International 2001). The design also would include ground access from the 
elevated tracks at regular intervals along the elevated structure, allowing for emergency 
passenger evacuation and emergency vehicle access if needed, as well as for routine 
track maintenance. Emergency vehicle access to fencedc at-grade sections of the right- 
of-way would be provided at regular intervals adjacent to public roadways. 

1032-19 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-TR-02 

Authority policy is to provide roadway overpasses approximately every 2 miles, resulting 
in no more than 1 mile of out-of-direction travel for vehicles to cross the HST tracks. In 
most locations in the Fresno to Bakersfield Section, roadway overpasses would be 
provided more frequently, approximately every mile or less, because of the existing 
roadway infrastructure. Consequently, out-of-direction travel would be limited to 
approximately 1 mile in nearly all locations in the project area. The Revised 
DEIR/Supplemental DEIS, Section 3.11.6, explains that the project design would include 
coordination with emergency responders to incorporate roadway modifications that 
maintain existing traffic patterns and fulfill response route needs, resulting in negligible 
effects on response times by service providers. Section 3.11.5, Safety and Security 
Environmental Consequences, of the Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS provides 
additional detail regarding emergency response time during HST operations. 

1032-20 

Section 15148 of the CEQA Guidelines states: "Preparation of EIRs is dependent upon 
information from many sources, including engineering project reports and many 
scientific documents relating to environmental features. These documents should be 


^CALIFORNIA #> of Transportation 

.., ■ _ - _ , r . - Federal Railroad 

High-Speed Karl Authority 'w Administration 









California High-Speed Train Project EIR/EIS 
Fresno to Bakersfield Section 


Vol. V Response to Comments from I ndividuals Last Name D-F 


Response to Submission 1032 (Aaron Fukuda, October 18, 2012) - Continued 


1032-20 

cited but not included in the EIR." 

This reference would have been made available at the Authority's office in Hanford if the 
commenter had made a request to review it. No such request was received by the 
Authority during the public comment period. 

1032-21 

Section 3.11.5 fully addresses a variety of safety issues, including train accidents, under 
Impact S&S #4 - Train Accidents. See also Impact S&S #16 - Criminal Activity Aboard 
Trains and at Stations, which addresses safety issues associated with theft and 
violence. As described in Section 3.11.1, the HST system would be fully access- 
controlled with intrusion monitoring systems. This means that the HST infrastructure 
(e.g., mainline tracks and maintenance and storage facilities) would be designed to 
prevent access by unauthorized vehicles, including large equipment, people, animals, 
and objects. The system would also include appropriate barriers (fences and walls). 
Fencing and intrusion protection systems will be remotely monitored, as well as 
periodically inspected. Project Design Features identified in Section 3.11.6 include threat 
and vulnerability assessments during the engineering design and construction phases, 
which would establish provisions for the deterrence and detection of, as well as the 
response to, criminal and terrorist acts at rail facilities and for system operations. 
Additional provisions include security procedures and training and closed-circuit 
televisions. Furthermore, Mitigation Measure S&S-1 states that the Authority will provide 
a fair share of the cost of emergency services based on monitoring of local fire, rescue, 
and emergency service providers to incidents at the stations and HMF before and after 
construction. 

1032-22 

Coordination of fire and life safety programs for major transportation systems with local 
emergency providers is a standard practice throughout California. This does not imply 
that there will be substantial demand on local emergency services. As stated in Section 
3.11.6 of the EIR/EIS, the Authority would provide emergency service providers with an 
understanding of the rail system, facilities, and operations, and obtain their input for 
modifications to emergency response operations and facilities, such as evacuation 
routes. 


1032-22 

CEQA does not consider fiscal impacts to government services an environmental issue. 
Environmental impacts related to public services under CEQA are associated with the 
provision of and the need for new or physically altered governmental facilities, the 
construction of which could cause significant environmental impacts, to maintain 
acceptable service ratios, response times, or other performance objectives for any of the 
public services, including fire protection, police protection, and emergency services. No 
information provided in these comments or in the comments provided by emergency 
service providers indicates that those providers would need to construct new facilities or 
physically alter existing facilities to respond to security issues at project construction 
sites. 

1032-23 

Current zoning for the land surrounding the Kings/Tulare Regional Station-East 
Alternative is shown on Figure 3.13-4 of the Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS. As 
shown on the figure, the alternative station site and most of the land to the south is 
zoned industrial. Other zoning in the vicinity of the station site includes single-family 
residential, commercial, and agriculture. 

1032-24 

The overcrossing of Houston Avenue has been redesigned so that Fire Station #4 and 
its support facilities will not require relocation. As a result, existing access to the station 
will not be impeded. Please see the design drawings provided in Volume III of the Final 
EIR/EIS. 

1032-25 

As stated in this comment, the Division of Safety of Dams (DSOD) has required these 
reservoirs to be held at lower levels to avoid failure of the associated dams in the event 
of a major seismic occurrence. These reservoirs will be required to remain at reduced 
levels until the dams are brought up to current seismic standards as required by DSOD. 
The mission of DSOD is to protect people against loss of life and property from dam 
failure (see http://www.water.ca.gov/damsafety/). As the state's expert on dam safety, 
DSOD has required reduced operational levels of Lake Success and Lake Isabella to 
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1032-25 

minimize the potential for dam failure. This is adequate information to conclude that the 
potential risk of inundation of the HST by failure of these dams is less than significant. 

Section 3.9.5.3, subheading “Secondary Seismic Hazards”, discusses potential impacts 
of water inundation resulting from the failure of dams including Terminus, Pine Flat, 
Success, and Lake Isabella dams. The potential for dam failure is based on evaluation 
of California Emergency Management Agency’s dam inundation maps, local planning 
agencies estimates for length of time to inundate areas by more than 1 foot, dam 
operating restrictions, and other relevant data. For the Fresno to Bakersfield Section, the 
impacts associated with exposing people or structures to inundation hazards resulting 
from seismically induced dam failure are anticipated to result in effects with negligible 
intensity under NEPA and less-than-significant impacts under CEQA. This is because 
dam failure is unlikely to occur and the amount of time before inundation of the portions 
of the HST System (on the order of several hours) would allow for evacuation of people 
from the system. 

1032-26 

As described in Section 2.2.1 of the EIR/EIS, the Authority would conduct a threat and 
vulnerability assessment for security during the preliminary engineering phase to 
produce comprehensive design criteria for safety and security requirements mandated 
by local, state, or federal regulations and industry best practices. A System Safety 
Program Plan, including a Safety and Security Certification Program, would be 
developed during the final design and construction phases to address security and 
emergency response as it relates to the day-to-day operation of the system. The FRA is 
currently developing safety requirements for HSTs for use in the United States, and is 
working with the Department of Homeland Security with regard to security requirements 
for potential terrorist threats. The FRA will require that the HST safety regulations be 
met prior to revenue service operations. 

The Authority is expecting to maintain its own security force for patrolling and 
maintaining security for its trains and stations, including response to terrorist threats. 

The Authority will work with existing state law enforcement agencies to develop and 
implement this capability prior to revenue service operations. The Authority's security 
department would also coordinate with local law enforcement agencies prior to revenue 


1032-26 

service operations. 

1032-27 

The emergency service provider would provide the Authority with a bill for the Authority's 
fair share of services above the average baseline service demand. As stated in 
Mitigation Measure S&S-1, the fair share will be based on projected passenger use for 
the first year of operations, with a growth factor for the first 5 years of operation. This 
cost-sharing agreement will include provisions for ongoing monitoring and future 
negotiated amendments as the stations are expanded or passenger use increases. 

Such amendments will be made on a regular basis for the first 5 years of station 
operation. After this period, the Authority will enter into a new or revised agreement with 
the public service provider. 

The Authority will pay for local emergency response services from operating revenues. 
The cost of these services has been included in operating and maintenance costs 
provided in Chapter 5 of the EIR/EIS. 

As indicated in Section 3.11.6 of the EIR/EIS, the Authority will prepare a fire/life safety 
program for the project that implements the requirements set forth in the Federal Rail 
Safety Improvement Act of 2008. This program will address the safety of passengers 
and employees both prior to and during emergency response operations. The program 
development and implementation will be coordinated with state and local emergency 
response organizations to provide them with an understanding of rail system, facilities, 
and operations, and to obtain their input for modifications to emergency response 
operations and facilities, such as evacuation routes. 

In accordance with CEQA Guidelines, increased demand on emergency services is not 
an environmental issue per se. A project would result in a significant environmental 
impact if it resulted in the provision of and the need for new or physically altered 
government facilities (the construction of which could cause significant environmental 
impacts) in order to maintain acceptable service ratios, response times, or other 
performance objectives for any of the public services, including fire protection, police 
protection, and emergency services. As described in Section 3.11.5 of the EIR/EIS, 
project design features have minimized the potential for train accidents; therefore, local 
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response to accidents is not expected to be required because any incident would be 
extremely rare. This is borne out by the safety record of high-speed trains throughout 
the world, which is described in Section 3.11. However, the increase in people in the 
vicinity of stations and at the HMF could result in sufficient demand for emergency 
services to require provision of and the need for new or physically altered government 
facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental impacts. 
Mitigation Measure S&S MM-1 has been designed to mitigate that potential impact. 
Information about the South Hanford Fire Station and emergency helicopter service 
center can be found in Volume I, Section 3.12.6.4 Affected Environment. The facility 
would not be displaced, but a small portion of the property would be acquired for a 
retaining wall to support the Houston Ave. road overpass. Impact SO #1 describes the 
potential for construction to affect important community facilities and explains that 
existing emergency vehicle access for police and fire protection services would be 
maintained at all times. 

1032-28 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-PU&E-OI, FB-Response-PU&E-02. 

The California High-Speed Rail Authority (Authority) does propose to construct, operate, 
and maintain an electric-powered high-speed train (HST) system in California. See 
Section 2.2.6.1 in the EIR/EIS, which describes the method and source of electrification 
of the HST. 

Please refer to Section 2.2 of the EIR/EIS, HST System Infrastructure, for discussion 
and description of system requirements, vehicles, stations, infrastructure components, 
traction power distribution, and maintenance facilities. Section 2.2 describes and depicts 
the many infrastructure components and facilities that will deliver electricity through the 
HST System. Plans for the provision of electricity to this section of track are specifically 
discussed in Section 2.2.6, Traction Power Distribution. 

Section 3.6, Public Utilities and Energy, discusses the electrical requirements of the 
HST System as well as energy impacts associated with the HST System. Please refer to 
Section 3.6.5, Environmental Consequences, for more detail. 


1032-29 

Impact S&S #4 in Section 3.11.5.3 describes accidents caused by vehicles or other 
trains entering the HST right-of-way and the design measures that would be taken to 
avoid these types of accidents. No records have been found of this type of accident 
occurring on any existing HST system in the four decades that HSTs have been in 
operation. Therefore, the potential for such an accident is extremely low. 

The only alternatives that would eliminate any potential of this type of accident is to 
separate the HST from all other transportation facility corridors, which is not consistent 
with the requirements of the legislated mandate for the project. 

1032-30 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-02. 

The Authority has determined that the SR 99/UPRR corridor is not practicable for the 
proposed project as described in FB-Response-GENERAL-02. Therefore, an alternative 
alignment along the SR 99/UPRR corridor need not be carried through the EIR/EIS. 

1032-31 

Details of the traffic study methodology are contained in the Fresno to Bakersfield 
Section: Transportation Analysis Technical Report (Authority and FRA 2012), which is 
the basis for the transportation section in the EIR/EIS. The peak-hour turning-movement 
volumes at the study intersections and operating conditions on roadway segments were 
collected during multiple periods in November 2009 (Fresno), March 2011, January 
2012, and February 2012 during the peak hours from 7 to 9 a.m. and from 4 to 6 p.m. 
Turning-movement volumes at the study intersections for the Hanford East Station were 
collected in the Spring, during March 12-18, 2010, between 7 to 9 a.m. and 4 to 6 p.m., 
not in November as the comment contends (Appendix A of Authority and FRA 2012). 

Collecting the AM and PM peak-hour volumes captures the general commute times for 
background traffic when it is considered the highest level that would be experienced 
during the day. As such, an evaluation of other periods of the day or night such as the 
lunch hour or middle of the day hours during which agricultural equipment is moved 
would only show lower impacts and are not reported. These peak periods are then used 
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for analysis of impacts when the additional project-related traffic is added for each 
alternative studied. 

1032-32 

The upgrade of SR 198 to four lanes (construction beginning in November 2009) was 
included in the traffic analysis. This was documented in the HST Fresno to Bakersfield 
Section: Transportation Analysis Technical Report, July 2012, page 4-28 (Authority and 
FRA 2012n). 

1032-33 

The intersection at Flighway 43 and Lacey Boulevard was determined to operate at LOS 
D for existing conditions, in the Table 3.2-8 of the Final EIR/EIS. This is a stop-sign 
controlled intersection, and delays can fluctuate within the peak period, which may effect 
the the commenter's opinion of the intersections operating conditions. The LOS D 
represents an average delay during the peak period. In regards to the comments 
recommendation, the intersection analysis provided confirms a LOS for the intersection 
of Lacey Boulevard and SR 43. 

1032-34 

The EIR/EIS describes the proposed station setting with respect to non-motorized 
access on page 3.2-103. The stations would include bicycle racks, pedestrian 
connections to the existing sidewalks, and bicycle lanes and facilities where they can be 
accommodated. Outside of the HST station, future bike improvements would have to be 
developed with or by the agency with jurisdiction, including the California Department of 
Transportation (Caltrans) and/or the county on or across State Route (SR) 43. 

Refer also to Impact S&S #5 - Motor Vehicle, Pedestrian, and Bicycle Accidents 
Associated with HST Operations. 

1032-35 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-22. 

The commenter is correct the speed on Highway 43 between Hanford-Armona Road 


1032-35 

and Grangeville Boulevard is 55 and not 50. This number was provided as a reference, 
and no impacts discussions used speed limit as a threshold criteria. Figure 3.2-12 was 
updated in the Final EIR/EIS to reference the speed limit for SR-43 as 55 miles per hour. 

The upgrade of SR 198 to four lanes (construction beginning in November 2009) was 
included in the traffic analysis. This was documented in the HST Fresno to Bakersfield 
Section: Transportation Analysis Technical Report, July 2012, page 4-28 (Authority and 
FRA 2012). Refer to Response 461 -3142. 

1032-36 

The Final EIR/EIS states that there is no existing transit service at the proposed Kings- 
Tulare Regional Station-East or -West sites because these sites currently are in 
undeveloped areas. The development of the final design of the station will involve 
coordination with local and regional transit agencies to accommodate an extension of 
their transit systems to the proposed rail station. 

1032-37 

Page 3.2-48 of the Draft EIR/EIS describes project impacts to air travel at Bakersfield 
and Fresno. The document states: "The HST would compete and would be expected to 
draw an estimated 16 travelers/day that would otherwise take a plane from or to Kern 
County (Meadows Field), and one flight is predicted to divert from the Fresno/Madera 
area Airport." Fresno Yosemite International Airport currently has 37 departures/day 
(http://www.flyfresno.com/). Because of the estimated change in only 16 travelers/day, 
out of a total of 37 plane departures per day at the airport, the effect is reasonably within 
an average or every day fluctuation in airport passengers, and is not expected to have 
substantial economic consequences and an economic study was not performed. Except 
for a small increase in commercial airline departures in 2008, there has been a steady 
decline in departures from the Fresno Yosemite International Airport over the past 7 
years. The annual departures from the airport totaled 18,493 in 2006 and 12,975 in 
2012, a reduction of about 30%. 
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Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-12. 

1032-39 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-13. 

In Section 1.2.3.1 Travel Demand and Capacity Constraints of the Purpose and Need of 
the Final EIR/EIS, the HST is compared in travel costs to personal vehicle and air travel. 

1032-40 

This statement is not included in the Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS. 

1032-41 

Table 3.2-12 reference in the comments contains analysis for Intersections Operating at 
LOS E or F around the Proposed HMF Locations under Existing Conditions in the 
Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS. Refer to Section 5.4.4 Heavy Maintenance Facility 
Site Alternatives within the Fresno to Bakersfield Transportation Analysis Technical 
Report for analysis and methods of Proposed HMF Stations. The analysis does not 
include vehicles diverted from road closures outside of the study area; these number 
were determined to be less then significant based on the daily trips on rural roads 
proposed to be closed. The HST will not close any Amtrak Stations, although several 
alternative may require existing stations to be relocated. Temporary stations would be 
provided during construction. HST is a intraregional transit system, competing primarily 
with air travel, not local Amtrak service. Finally, increases in growth and traffic were 
taken into account in the analysis of impacts; the 2035 study year represents a forecast 
of future growth and conditions with the train operating. 

1032-42 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-TR-02. 

Linder the discussion of Impact TR #11 on Page 3.2-74, the RDEIR/SDEIS stated that 
Lansing Avenue in Kings County would be closed by the BNSF Alternative. As stated, 
because the traffic volumes on the roads proposed for closure are low and the detours 
would be limited in rural areas, the affects to traffic circulation would not be significant. 


1032-43 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-TR-02, FB-Response-S&S-OI, FB- 
Response-AG-02. 

Although the project might change how access is gained to an existing property, the 
project would not leave a property with no formal access at all, otherwise the acquisition 
of the property and relocation services and/or compensation would be appropriate. 
Proposed road closures may require out-of-the way travel, where the closure is on a 
relatively low traveled roadway and an overcrossing is not proposed. However, 
overcrossings will generally be less than 1 mile apart, limiting the amount of out-of-way 
travel with respect to the existing conditions.During the growing and harvesting seasons, 
the movement of large agricultural implements (i.e. tractors, combines, mechanical 
picking equipment etc.) may occur, and are already occurring on roadways. The 
California Vehicle Code allows for the movement of agricultural related vehicles, and 
provides both exemptions and restrictions for the movement of such vehicles (California 
Vehicle Code, Division 16, Section 36000). These rules involve both the size of the 
vehicles (e.g., vehicle width and load), and the distance of the trip (e.g., less than 25 
miles on a highway). The project would change periodic trips by shifting the route of 
some large agricultural vehicles onto a state highway for short distances (e.g., one or 
two interchanges, well within the DMV restriction of 25 miles). The farm vehicle trips 
would be occasional as well as seasonal, and this change is not considered a 
substantial change in traffic from existing conditions. 

Owners who believe they may suffer a loss of property value or financial loss as a result 
of the project may address this issue during the right-of-way and acquisition phase of 
project development, and file a claim with the State of California’s Government Claims 
Board. More information about the claims process may be obtained online at: 
www.vcgcb.ca.gov/claims. In general, anyone who wishes to file a lawsuit against the 
State or its employees for damages must first pursue an administrative remedy through 
the GCP claims process. 

1032-44 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-02. 
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1032-44 

Refer to Section 2.2.3, Stations, of the Final EIR/EIS. The Fresno to Bakersfield Section 
would include a station in Fresno and a station in Bakersfield. The Authority is also 
considering a potential station location in the Flanford area, the Kings/Tulare Regional 
Station. 

1032-45 

The Kings/Tulare Regional Station serves the area of Flanford projected in the EIS/EIR, 
and accounts for future growth that will occur. Drivers will utilize the station, and existing 
regional transit agencies (buses) are expected to revise their routes to include a stop at 
the stations, but no substantial changes in local transportation modes are foreseen at 
this time. The transportation analysis in the EIR evaluates these trips for the current and 
future study years. The evaluation is considered representative of the system's potential 
use, as well as expansion of use within the future study years presented in the 
RDEIR/SDEIS. The air quality and community impacts evaluations are based on the 
same forecasted trips, and travel patterns and travel mode. No additional regional 
studies are anticipated. 

Adequate parking to serve the riders is already proposed at the FIST station site. In the 
event parking demand is higher than expected, additional parking can be incorporated at 
the station in the future. For example, increased demand after decades of population 
growth has been met at other regional transit systems (e.g., Bay Area Rapid Transit or 
BART) through reconstruction of the parking garages at or immediately adjacent to the 
existing station sites. If this were necessary, it would require an individual review and 
public input at the time it is proposed. Private property owners can always choose to 
provide parking or convert their properties for parking use, but this conversion generally 
occurs in more highly developed urban/suburban areas where high parking fees can be 
charged. This is not anticipated as it would require that demand and the associated 
parking revenue would be so high that it would justify the expense of installation and 
operation of such a service. This is not a reasonably foreseeable future event in the 
vicinity of this station area, and therefore demolition of private buildings for parking is not 
expected or planned. 

The Authority may provide a portion of the Kings/Tulare Regional Station Alternative's 
parking in Downtown Hanford, Visalia, Tulare, or other nearby cities and communities, 


1032-45 

with transit connectivity to the stations; although no specific site location(s) have been 
determined. Reducing the number of spaces provided at the station area would allow for 
more open space areas around the station, discourage growth at the station, encourage 
revitalization of the downtowns (by providing direct shuttles between downtown and the 
station), and reduce the development footprint of the station. The FRA’s and Authority’s 
goals for the Kings/Tulare Regional Station include creating a station that serves as a 
regional transportation hub to provide quick transit connections from the station to the 
downtown areas regionally local cities and communities. 

The Authority prepared and distributed Urban Design Guidelines (Authority [2010] 
2011b) available on the Authority’s website to provide assistance in urban planning for 
the stations to help achieve great placemaking. The guidelines are based on 
international examples where cities and transit agencies have incorporated sound urban 
design principles as integrated elements of large-scale transportation systems. The 
application of sound urban design principles to the HST System will help to maximize 
the performance of the transportation investment, enhance the livability of the 
communities it serves, create long-term value, and sensitively integrate the project into 
the communities along the HST System corridor. The Authority and FRA have also 
provided planning grants for cities that could have an HST station to assist them in land 
use planning in the areas surrounding the stations. The stations will be approved by the 
local jurisdiction through use permits. 

As design progresses and refinements are made, additional information will become 
available. The Authority and FRA will consider whether changes in design, changes in 
circumstances, or new information will result in a new or more severe environmental 
impact. In those cases, subsequent or supplemental environmental analyses will be 
undertaken consistent with CEQA Guidelines Section 15162 - 15164 and FRA 
Procedures for Considering Environmental Impacts (64 FR 101, page 28545, section 
13(c)17. This will result in additional CEQA and NEPA review, as required under those 
laws. 

As stated by the court in the case, San Franciscans Upholding the Downtown Plan v. 
City and County of San Francisco (2002)102 Cal.App.4th 656, 698: “[T] here is no 
statutory or case authority requiring an EIR to identify specific measures to provide 
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additional parking spaces in order to meet an anticipated shortfall in parking availability. 
The social inconvenience of having to hunt for scarce parking spaces is not an 
environmental impact; the secondary effect of scarce parking on traffic and air quality is. 
Under CEQA, a project's social impacts need not be treated as significant impacts on 
the environment. An EIR need only address the secondary p/7ys/'ca/impacts that could 
be triggered by a social impact.” (See also, CEQA Guidelines, § 15131(a).) Notably, in 
2010, the California Natural Resources Agency amended Appendix G of the CEQA 
Guidelines to delete parking adequacy from the checklist. 

Further, because adequate parking is planned to serve the Project and projected 
parking demands, there would not be any indirect impacts, such as air quality or traffic 
impacts, resulting from the Project’s effects on parking. 

1032-46 

Text was corrected in the Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS. 

1032-47 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-TR-01. 

Pedestrian access will be maintained during the construction period, to the extent 
feasible. This is considered an element of project design and construction planning, and 
Section 3.2.6 has been revised to clarify this commitment. For any construction project, 
access through the project's active work areas will fluctuate depending on what activities 
the contractor is engaged in and whether safe access can be maintained. The exact 
staging of the construction activities is in many cases the responsibility of the contractor, 
and will be determined after the construction contract is awarded. Pedestrian and bike 
access may at times have to be temporarily detoured safely outside of the construction 
area. 

1032-48 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-TR-01. 

Pedestrian access will be maintained during the construction period, to the extent 


1032-48 

feasible. This is considered an element of project design and construction planning, and 
Section 3.2.6 has been revised to clarify this commitment. For any construction project, 
access through the project's active work areas will fluctuate depending on what activities 
the contractor is engaged in and whether safe access can be maintained. The exact 
staging of the construction activities is in many cases the responsibility of the contractor, 
and will be determined after the construction contract is awarded. Pedestrian and bike 
access may at times have to be temporarily detoured safely outside of the construction 
area. 

1032-49 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-S&S-OI, FB-Response-TR-01. 

The Construction Period Traffic plan will require safe vehicular and pedestrian access to 
local businesses and residences during construction. The plan will provide for 
emergency access and scheduled transit access where construction would otherwise 
impede such access. Where an existing bus stop is within the work zone, the design- 
builder will provide a temporary bus stop at a convenient location away from where 
construction is occurring. Adequate measures will be taken to separate students and 
parents walking to and from the temporary bus stop from the construction zone. 

EIR/EIS Section 3.11.6 explains that the project design would include coordination with 
emergency responders to incorporate roadway modifications that maintain existing 
traffic patterns and fulfill response route needs, resulting in negligible effects on 
response times by service providers. Section 3.11.5, Safety and Security Environmental 
Consequences, of the EIR/EIS provides additional detail regarding emergency response 
time during HST operations. 

1032-50 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-08. 

The California High-Speed Rail Authority will continue to coordinate with the City of 
Hanford and the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) during the 
procurement stage to agree on the required level of roadway improvements associated 
with the HST project. Table 3.2-31 is updated in the Final EIR/EIS to reference 7th 
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Avenue and 6th Avenue for these specific intersections. 

1032-51 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-08. 

The California High-Speed Rail Authority will continue to coordinate with the California 
Department of Transportation (Caltrans) during the procurement stage to agree on the 
required level of roadway improvements associated with the HST project. 

1032-52 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-TR-02. 

1032-53 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-S&S-OI. 

HSR policy is to provide roadway overpasses approximately every 2 miles, resulting in 
no more than 1 mile of out-of-direction travel for vehicles to cross the HST tracks. In 
most locations in the Fresno to Bakersfield Section, roadway overpasses would be 
provided more frequently, approximately every mile or less, because of the existing 
roadway infrastructure. Consequently, out-of-direction travel would be limited to 
approximately 1 mile in nearly all locations in the project area. 

All roadways will be constructed in accordance with the appropriate jurisdiction (City, 
County, Caltrans, etc.) design and safety requirements. As indicated in Chapter 2 
(Alternatives), road overcrossings in rural portions of the Fresno to Bakersfield Section 
would be designed in accordance with county standards that take into account the 
movement of large farm equipment. Overcrossings would have two 12-foot wide lanes. 
Depending on average daily traffic (ADT) volumes, the shoulders would be 4 to 8 feet 
wide. Therefore, the paved surface for vehicles would be 32 to 40 feet wide. Most farm 
equipment would be able to travel within one lane, possibly overlapping onto the 
adjacent shoulder. Particularly large equipment may be so wide that it would cross over 
the centerline even when using the shoulder of the roadway. Oversized loads require 
Caltrans permits, and are subject to operating restrictions and lighting/signage 


1032-53 

requirements. Because of the width of the overcrossings and motor vehicle 
requirements for oversized loads, the effects on motor vehicle safety from the movement 
of farm equipment on overcrossings would have negligible intensity under NEPA and 
impacts would be less than significant under CEQA. 

1032-54 

Refer to Section 3.2.6, Project Design Feature (Page 3.2-125 of the Revised 
DEIR/Supplemental DEIS) - Protection of Public Roadways during Construction. This 
design feature requires repair of any structural damage to public roadways, returning 
any damaged sections to their original structural condition. The contractor will survey the 
condition of the public roadways along truck routes providing access to the proposed 
project site both before construction and after construction is complete. The contractor 
will complete a before-and-after survey report and submit to the Authority for review, 
indicating the location and extent of any damage. The contractor will then be required to 
repair the damage. 

1032-55 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-08. 

As stated in Chapter 6.0, References, of the Fresno to Bakersfield Transportation 
Technical Analysis Report, numerous phone conversations and emails were exchanged 
between December 2009 to April 2010 with District 6 Claims Officers and Transportation 
Engineers. The Authority and FRA have consulted with public agencies during the 
process of planning and designing the HST project, including during preparation of the 
Preliminary and Supplemental Alternatives Analysis Reports. Chapter 7 of the Revised 
Draft EIR/Supplemental Draft EIS documents more recent agency consultation activities 
(see Table 7-1). In addition, as described in FB-Response-17, the Authority and FRA 
have exceeded the basic requirements for outreach during the CEQA and NEPA 
processes. 

1032-56 

Detailed traffic counts can be found within Appendix A of the Fresno to Bakersfield 
Section: Transportation Technical Report (available at the Authority's website). Turning 


^CALIFORNIA #> of Transportation 

.., ■ _ | _ ,, A Federal Railroad 

High-Speed Karl Authority 'w Administration 













California High-Speed Train Project EIR/EIS 
Fresno to Bakersfield Section 


Vol. V Response to Comments from I ndividuals Last Name D-F 


Response to Submission 1032 (Aaron Fukuda, October 18, 2012) - Continued 


1032-56 

movements at intersections included in the study are provided in Appendices B, D, E, 
and F of the Transportation Technical Report. Existing turning-movement volumes at the 
study intersections for the Hanford East Station were collected during March 12-18, 

2010, between 7 to 9 a.m. and 4 to 6 p.m. and Dec 8-14, 2011, and between 7 to 9 a.m. 
and 4 to 6 p.m. (Appendix A of Authority and FRA 2012). Seasonal and exceptional 
events are short-term and do not necessarily increase the peak-hour traffic volumes, 
which have already been conservatively modeled to represent a typical day traffic 
volumes and are further combined with conservative meteorological and background 
ambient air quality recommendations. Footnotes will be added to the air quality analysis 
to indicate the source of VMT information utilized in the emissions analysis. 

1032-57 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-AQ-03, FB-Response-GENERAL-03, FB- 
Response-GENERAL-05, FB-Response-GENERAL-10, FB-Response-GENERAL-12, 
FB-Response-GENERAL-13, FB-Response-TR-01. 

At full build-out, the HST would operate separately from the state-supported Amtrak 
service. 

Details of the VMT (vehicle miles traveled) emission estimates can be found in Appendix 
A of the Fresno to Bakersfield Section: Air Quality Technical Report (Authority and FRA 
2012 ). 

1032-58 

The Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS was revised to include information about the 
CAFE (future corporate average fuel) standards, adopted on May 7, 2010, which would 
require substantial improvements in fuel economy for all vehicles. Information about the 
updated federal fuel-economy standards can be found in Section 3.3.4.2 of the Revised 
DEIR/Supplemental DEIS. 

1032-59 

Appendix A of the Fresno to Bakersfield Air Quality Technical Report (Authority and FRA 
2012f) contains the detailed schedule, equipment list, and emission factors that are 


1032-59 

necessary to develop the emissions inventory, utilizing the appropriate methodology 
outlined by the EMFAC, OFFROAD, and AP-42 documentation (CARB 2006a, 

2006b; EPA 2006). 

1032-60 

Appendix A of the Fresno to Bakersfield Section Air Quality Technical Report (Authority 
and FRA 2012f) contains the detailed schedule, equipment list, and emissions factors 
that are necessary to develop the emissions inventory, using the appropriate 
methodology described in the EMFAC, OFFROAD, and AP-42 documentation (CARB 
2006a, 2006b; EPA 2006). 

1032-61 

The SJVAPCD takes into account emission trends and emission reduction goals when 
establishing limits for rules, regulations, and CEQA significance thresholds. In 
determining if a Project will cause or contribute to exceedances of the ambient air quality 
standards, it is common practice and conservative to use current ambient air 
concentrations as background to which the Project dispersed emissions are added to 
the background. The vehicle and construction equipment emission factors have taken 
into account reductions in emission factors that will affect future emissions such as 
regulations and vehicle mix based on CARB’s EMFAC and OFFROAD models. 

1032-62 

The intent of a regional transportation plan's (RTP's) unconstrained projects list is for a 
Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO) to list the projects that are needed that do 
not have a funding source. As stated in the California Transportation Commission's 
2010 Regional Transportation Plan Guidelines, "in addition to the current list of 
financially constrained projects identified in the RTP, each Plan should contain a list of 
needed unconstrained projects (Illustrative projects). Illustrative projects are additional 
transportation projects that may (but are not required to) be included in the RTP if 
reasonable additional resources were to become available. This unconstrained list will 
identify projects that are recommended by the MPO/RTPA [MPO/Regional 
Transportation Planning Agency] without a funding source identified. The list should be 
included separately from the financially constrained project list." It is not appropriate for 
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1032-62 

the HST to be included in the unconstrained project lists in the two RTPs mentioned. 

The project will not preclude MPOs from including the HST in future RTPs. The Fresno 
to Bakersfield Section of the HST project is not subject to the transportation conformity 
rule. However, if the project requires future actions that meet the definition of a project 
element subject to transportation conformity, additional determinations and associated 
analysis will be completed as may be required. 

1032-63 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-AQ-03. 

The project will not preclude the Metropolitan Planning Organizations from including the 
HST in future regional transportation plans. Compliance with the General Conformity 
Rule for the preferred alternative is required prior to the construction of the HST project, 
but may be completed concurrent with EIR/EIS certification. The Fresno to Bakersfield 
Section of the HST project is not subject to the transportation conformity rule. However, 
if the project requires future actions that meet the definition of a project element subject 
to the transportation conformity rule, additional determinations and associated analysis 
will be completed as may be required. 

1032-64 

As stated in Section 3.3.6.3, Impact AQ #1, the BNSF Alternative was used as the proxy 
alignment to estimate air quality emissions for the at-grade and elevated alignments for 
all alternatives.As stated in Section 3.3.6.3, Impact AQ #1, the BNSF Alternative was 
used as the proxy alignment to estimate air quality emissions for the at-grade and 
elevated alignments for all alternatives. This alternative was chosen because the length 
of this alternative is comparable to the others. In addition, the BNSF Alternative analysis 
included the worst case demolition scenarios for each alternative. For example the 
proposed North Bakersfield station location was estimated to require more demolition 
than the proposed South Bakersfield location, therefore the demolition required for the 
North Bakersfield station was included in the construction emission estimates. As such, 
the emission estimates are conservative in that they represent the worst case 
construction scenario for air quality impacts.In the Final EIR/EIS the construction air 
quality and GHG emissions for the Alternatives was calculated based on scaling the 
different construction phase activities (e.g demolition, track at grade, elevated track) for 


1032-64 

each Alternative based on the amount of track or structures needing demolition 
compared to the equivalent amount of track or structures in the BNSF Alternative. This 
is appropriate since all unique construction phase activities were defined for the BNSF 
Alternative. For localized air quality impacts, each unique construction phase activity 
was evaluated in the Final EIR/EIS as fully described in Appendix H of the Fresno to 
Bakersfield Air Quality Technical Report. 

1032-65 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-AQ-04. 

Regional and local policies were taken into account in both the no build and build 
analyses. 

1032-66 

A summary of the emissions has been added to Table 3.3-7 of the Revised 
DEIR/Supplemental DEIS. 

1032-67 

Mitigation Measure AQ-4: Offset Project Construction Emissions through an SJVAPCD 
VERA, provides that the Authority and the San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control 
District will enter into a contractual agreement to mitigate by offsetting to net zero the 
project's actual emissions by providing funds for the district's Emission Reduction 
Incentive Program. These funds will be provided at the beginning of the construction 
phase. Therefore, mitigation/offsets will occur in the year of impact or as otherwise 
permitted by 40 CFR Part 93 Section 93.163. There will be no long-term delay in 
achieving the net-zero emission reductions through the construction offset 
agreement. During operation, under various ridership scenarios, the HST will result in a 
net decrease in both criteria and greenhouse gas emissions. 

Vehicle registration fees are assessed on vehicles registered in the San Joaquin Air 
Basin as part of the San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District's alternative fee 
collection, pursuant to Section 185 of the Clean Air Act (CAA). The mandatory fee for 
non-attainment established by the CAA requires collection of fees equivalent to $5,000 
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1032-67 

(1990 dollars) per ton of NOx or VOC emitted by stationary sources. However, under 
Section 172e of the CAA, the district may propose alternative means of collecting this 
fee if it can demonstrate that an equivalent amount of emissions has been collected. 
Since mobile sources are a major source of NOx and VOC in the air basin, it was 
determined that this source should have incentives placed on it to decrease the 
emissions associated with it. This is allowed under the public safety code and vehicle 
code of California. 

Furthermore, Assembly Bill 2522 (Arambula 2008) authorized additional vehicle 
registration fees to be collected in the San Joaquin Air Basin of up to $36 through 2024 
only if the area has been reclassified by the EPA from severe to extreme by the end of 
the 2012-2013 fiscal year. Any additional fees imposed on motor vehicles would require 
amendments to the state law. The fees would not be required once the air basin 
achieves attainment of the National Ambient Air Quality Standards. The fees collected 
are used to implement emissions reductions in the air basin and to reduce the vehicle 
miles traveled, with at least a portion focused on public health and on communities 
disproportionately impacted by the emissions. Therefore, there will be no additional fines 
associated with construction of the project. 

1032-68 

On page 3.3-28 of the Final EIR/EIS, emissions from material hauling have been 
quantified. Material hauling includes such things as dirt, concrete slabs, aggregate, and 
ballast. Material was estimated to come from both within and outside the San Joaquin 
Valley Air Board. 

1032-69 

Mitigation Measure AQ-5 states the the quantity of emissions that may be needed from 
other air basins. This measure states that 3 tons per year of nitrogen oxide (NOx) credits 
are needed from the Mojave Desert Air Quality Management District, and 20 tons of 
NOx per year are needed from South Coast Air Quality Management District. Depending 
on the scenario, 6.24 tons of NOx credits may be needed from the Bay Area Air Quality 
Management District. Further details are contained in Appendix A of the Fresno to 
Bakersfield Air Quality Technical Report (Authority and FRA 2012f). 


1032-70 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-HMW-01. 

The analysis conducted in the Final EIR/EIS did not specifically identify individual 
sensitive receivers. Instead, as a generalized classification, sensitive receivers (such as 
schools, residences, day care centers, and health care facilities) were analyzed to 
determine appropriate distances from the construction operations that would result in 
less-than-significant impacts with respect to health risks. Because the 
guideway/alignment would run past any specific sensitive receiver for less than 1 year, 
the short period and level of exposure are not expected to increase the cancer risk of 10 
in a million to sensitive receivers. 

Section 5.6 of the Air Quality Technical Report has been revised to explain the 
methodology used to identify sensitive receivers (Authority and FRA 2012f). Sensitive 
receivers were identified using the Geographic Names Information System to identify 
both schools and hospitals (USGS 2011). Residences were identified using parcel and 
zoning information. Sections of the HST track that do not have any sensitive receivers 
other than residences are not shown, but the whole section of track was analyzed to 
identify sensitive receivers within 1,000 feet of the track. The schools mentioned were 
more than 1,000 feet from the track. 

1032-71 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-AQ-02. 

Emissions generated due to the use of concrete were included in the analysis and were 
based on the estimated quantities required to build the project. 

1032-72 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-AQ-03, FB-Response-GENERAL-05. 

1032-73 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-01. 
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1032-74 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-AQ-03, FB-Response-AQ-04. 

1032-75 

Section 3.3.6.3 of the Revised Draft EIR/Supplemental Draft EIS states that the long¬ 
distance, city-to-city aircraft take-offs and landings within the Fresno to Bakersfield 
Section would be reduced by about seven flights per day, and goes on to say that the 
latest analysis shows that the FIST project would reduce regional long-distance, city-to- 
city aircraft take-offs and landings within the Fresno to Bakersfield Section by seven to 
five flights per day in 2035 (less in 2009). The number of flights projected to be lost at 
the Fresno Yosemite International Airport could range from zero to seven, and would 
depend on a number of factors. Considering that the highest estimate of lost flights 
is seven throughout the Fresno to Bakersfield Section, this number of lost flights would 
not be economically significant when considering the four airports in the vicinity of 
this FIST section, and no analysis of loss of revenue and jobs is warranted. 

1032-76 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-AQ-03. 

The Final EIR/EIS contains an analysis of greenhouse gas emissions during operation 
of the FIST system in Section 3.3.6.3, Impact AQ #11. The details of this analysis are 
supported by Section 7.9 in the Fresno to Bakersfield Section: Air Quality Technical 
Report (Authority and FRA 2012f). 

1032-77 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-05, FB-Response-AQ-03, 

1032-78 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-AQ-03, FB-Response-GENERAL-05. 
1032-79 

According to Mitigation Measure AQ-1, all off-road construction diesel equipment will 
use the cleanest, reasonably available equipment, but in no case less clean than the 
average fleet mix from the California Air Resource Board's (CARB's) OFFROAD 


1032-79 

database. The average fleet mix from CARB's OFFROAD database was used in the 
analysis; therefore, any equipment better than this will result in emissions reductions. 
Furthermore, emissions reductions to offset all criteria pollutant construction emissions 
is covered under Mitigation Measure AQ-4 through a Voluntary Emissions Reduction 
Agreement with the San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District. 

Vehicle registration fees are assessed on vehicles registered in the San Joaquin Air 
Basin as part of the San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District's alternative fee 
collection, pursuant to Section 185 of the Clean Air Act (CAA). The mandatory fee for 
non-attainment established by the CAA requires collection of fees equivalent to $5,000 
(1990 dollars) per ton of nitrogen oxide or volatile organic compounds emitted by 
stationary sources. However, under Section 172e of the CAA, the district may propose 
alternative means of collecting these fees if it can demonstrate that an equivalent 
amount is collected. Since mobile sources are a major source of nitrogen oxide and 
volatile organic compounds in that air basin, it was determined that these sources 
should have incentives placed on them to decrease the emissions associated with them. 
This is allowed under the public safety code and vehicle code of California. 

Furthermore, Assembly Bill 2522 (Arambula 2008) authorized additional vehicle 
registration fees to be collected in the San Joaquin Air Basin of up to $36 through 2024 
only if the area has been reclassified by the EPA from severe to extreme by the end of 
2012-2013 fiscal year. Any additional fees imposed on motor vehicles would require 
amendments to the state law. The fees would not be required once the air basin 
achieves attainment of the National Ambient Air Quality Standards. The fees collected 
are used to implement emissions reductions in the air basin and to reduce the vehicle 
miles traveled, with at least a portion focused on public health and communities 
disproportionately impacted by the emissions. Therefore, there will be no additional fines 
associated with construction of the project. 

1032-80 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-03, FB-Response-GENERAL-13. 

The HST would be electrical powered, so there will be no diesel operational emissions 
from the train. 
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1032-81 

The ridership and revenue model was developed by a nationally recognized leader in 
forecasting, Cambridge Systematics (2007). The ridership model “produces results that 
are reasonable and within expected ranges for the current environmental planning and 
Business Plan applications," according to a ridership and revenue peer review panel of 
leading U.S. and international experts in travel forecasting (Independent Peer Review 
Panel 2011). In addition, the air quality and greenhouse gas analyses in the Revised 
DEIR/Supplemental DEIS that are related to ridership have been updated to reflect two 
ridership scenarios—one with fares at 50% of airfare prices and one at 83% of airfare 
prices—to provide a range of potential impacts. 

1032-82 

CEQA only considers the impacts (negative) on the environment. NEPA, however, 
considers both the negative and positive (beneficial) effects on the environment. The Air 
Quality analysis in the Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS, Section 3.3, indicates that 
operational emissions are anticipated to result in a net benefit due to the decrease in 
emissions from riders using the HST instead of cars and planes. 

1032-83 

The construction analysis broke the construction into activity phases which included not 
only the alignment, stations and maintenance facility, but also included other activities 
such as road crossing projects, power substations, and demolition. 

1032-84 

Research on noise effects on wildlife and livestock by the Federal Rail Administration 
(FRA, 2005) suggests that noise levels about 100 decibels (dBA) Sound Exposure Level 
(SEL) (the total A-weighted sound experienced by a receiver during a noise event, 
normalized to a 1-second interval) may cause animals to alter behavior. Accordingly, the 
FRA High Speed Ground Transportation Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment 
manual (FRA 2005) Table 3-3 considers an SEL of 100 dBA the most appropriate 
threshold for disturbance effects on wildlife and livestock of all types. The level is based 
on a summary of the research and studies referenced in the FRA Guidance Manual in 
Appendix A. Given a reference SEL of 102 dBA at 50 feet for a 220-mph HST on ballast 
and tie track, an animal would need to be within 100 feet of an at-grade guideway to 


1032-84 

experience an SEL of 100 dBA. At locations adjoining an elevated guideway, an SEL of 
100 dBA would not occur beyond the edge of the elevated structure. Refer to Section 
3.4.3.3, Impact Assessment Guidance, and Section 3.4.5.3, High-Speed Train 
Alternatives, of the Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS under the heading Noise Effects 
on Wildlife and Domestic Animals for further information regarding noise effects on 
wildlife and livestock. 

Table 3.4-24 of the Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS presents the screening distances 
to the HST tracks within which the level would exceed the criteria and therefore may 
affect animals for both at-grade and elevated structures. The criterion for assessing 
potential noise impact on wildlife and domestic animals is an SEL of 100 dBA from HST 
pass-by events. This criterion is based on research into potential effects from HST noise 
on animals. These potential effects include relocation, running, physiological effects 
such as changes in hormones or blood composition, and startle. The criteria for potential 
startle from rapid onset rates of HST noise apply to humans, as the supporting research 
is based primarily on human response to rapid onset rates from military aircraft flights. 

At this time, there is no conclusive evidence of noise and vibration decreasing 
production in livestock or affecting breeding habits. 

1032-85 

The Noise group worked with the geologists to come up with the 18 transfer mobility 
testing sites that were representative of the types of soils in each area of the alignment. 

1032-86 

Technical Memorandum 6.1, Selected Train Technologies (Authority 2008) and 
Technical Memorandum 6.3, Trainset Configuration Analysis (Authority 2009c) provide 
the evaluation used to determine the type of trainset for the project. Key factors in the 
decision included operating speed, capacity, competition, platform height, and ceiling 
height. These technical memoranda are available on the Authority's website. 

The noise prediction model consists of more than identifying the number of cars and 
speed of the train. Section 5.2 of the Noise Technical Report describes the noise 
prediction components that were utilized as part of the project. The (1) propulsion or 
machinery noise; (2) mechanical noise resulting from wheel/rail interactions and/or 
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1032-86 

guideway vibrations; and (3) aerodynamic noise result from airflow moving past the train 
are all taken into account in the noise model. If construction goes forward and the HST 
project is operational, a train set will be chosen that incorporates the latest 
advancements in technology in order to generate the lowest amount of noise possible. 

1032-87 

Noise measurements were conducted for this alignment. The alignment shifted from 
near the BNSF line further east. The land use area where the alignment shifted did not 
change, making the existing ambient noise measurements representative of the area. 
The noise sources in this particular land use area, which is mainly agricultural, consist of 
farming equipment and local vehicular traffic. Additionally, a reasonable number of 
measurements were taken for the BNSF Alternative that would have gone through the 
middle of town, and this data is sufficient enough to use for noise modeling purposes. 
The locations of noise sensitive receivers are show graphically in a Figure 3.4-9 in 
Section 3.4 of the Fresno to Bakersfield EIR/EIS. 

1032-88 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-N&V-03, FB-Response-N&V-05. 

1032-89 

The train will be at 99 dBA SEL at a distance of 100 feet. The SEL metric is a different 
metric (SEL = Single Event Level) than what is reported for the noise exposure 
throughout an entire day (Ldn = day-night noise level). The two different metrics cannot 
be summed in order to calculate the noise level at your home. 

1032-90 

Length of construction can be better estimated once the final design is done, the time 
spent near your area will depend on the construction schedule, which will not be known 
until a contractor is chosen. At this time all we can say is that the project could take up 
to, or as long as, the duration of construction that you experienced with the SR 198 
project. 


1032-91 

The measured existing Ldn values at noise-sensitive receivers located throughout the 
stretch of homes where measurements were conducted are comparable to the existing 
Ldn values at noise-sensitive receivers located further east and closer to the current 
segment of the BNSF Alternative that runs east of Hanford. Additionally, the land use 
area where the alignment shifted did not change, making the existing ambient noise 
measurements representative of the area. The noise sources in this particular land use 
area, which is mainly agricultural, consist of farming equipment and local vehicular 
traffic. Evidence of this can be found in Table D-2 of Appendix D in the Fresno to 
Bakersfield Technical Report, which identifies the dominant noise sources at long-term 
sites 97 and 110 as wind, farm equipment and vehicular traffic. 

1032-92 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-N&V-02. 

Research on noise effects on wildlife and livestock is limited, but suggests that noise 
levels about 100 decibels (dBA) Sound Exposure Level (SEL) (the total A-weighted 
sound experienced by a receiver during a noise event, normalized to a 1-second 
interval) may cause animals to alter behavior. Accordingly, the FRA High Speed Ground 
Transportation Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment Manual (2005) considers an 
SEL of 100 dBA the most appropriate threshold for disturbance effects on wildlife and 
livestock of all types. The level is based on a summary of the research and studies 
referenced in the FRA Guidance Manual in Appendix A. Given a reference SEL of 102 
dBA at 50 feet for a 220-mph HST on ballast and tie track, an animal would need to be 
within 100 feet of an at-grade guideway to experience an SEL of 100 dBA. At locations 
adjoining an elevated guideway, an SEL of 100 dBA would not occur beyond the edge 
of the elevated structure. Refer to Section 3.4.3.3, Impact Assessment Guidance, and 
Section 3.4.5.3, High-Speed Train Alternatives, of the RDEIR/SDEIS under the heading 
Noise Effects on Wildlife and Domestic Animals for further information regarding noise 
effects on wildlife and livestock. 

Table 3.4-24 of the RDEIR/SDEIS presents the screening distances to the HST tracks 
within which the level would exceed the criteria and therefore may affect animals for 
both at-grade and elevated structures. The criterion for assessing potential noise impact 
on wildlife and domestic animals is an SEL of 100 dBA from HST pass-by events. This 
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1032-92 

criterion is based on research into potential effects from HST noise on animals. These 
potential effects include relocation, running, physiological effects such as changes in 
hormones or blood composition, and startle. The criteria for potential startle from rapid 
onset rates of HST noise apply to humans as the supporting research is based primarily 
on human response to rapid onset rates from military aircraft flights. At this time, there 
is no conclusive evidence of noise and vibration decreasing production in livestock or 
affecting breeding habits. 

1032-93 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-02. 

The Authority and the FRA’s prior program EIR/EIS documents (see Section 1.5, Tiering 
of Program EIR/EIS Documents) selected the BNSF Railway route as the preferred 
alternative for the Central Valley HST between Fresno and Bakersfield in the 2005 
Statewide Program EIR/EIS decision document. Therefore, the Project EIR/EIS for the 
Fresno to Bakersfield Section focuses on alternative alignments along the general BNSF 
Railway corridor. 

In the case of Hanford, it was not feasible to follow the BNSF Railway through the city. 
The BNSF Railway in the Hanford area has several curves too severe for an HST and 
constructing the HST through Hanford would have resulted in a substantial impact to 
residential and commercial properties in the city. That is why the preferred alignment for 
the Fresno to Bakersfield Section was selected to bypass Hanford in the Statewide 
Program EIR/EIS for the California High-Speed Rail System. 

1032-94 

There are no anticipated noise impacts due to new routes for farming equipment. The 
added traffic volumes from farming equipment is expected to be minimal compared to 
the existing traffic on these roads, resulting in no perceived changes in traffic noise due 
to farming equipment. Additionally, farming equipment, such as tractors, would be 
moving at very low speeds compared to existing traffic speeds, and thus generating 
lower noise volumes than existing traffic. 


1032-95 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-N&V-05. 

1032-96 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-N&V-05. 

1032-97 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-21, FB-Response-N&V-03, FB- 
Response-N&V-05. 

1032-98 

The utilities will continue to be under the responsibility of whoever installed them. 

1032-99 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-N&V-OI. 

1032-100 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-N&V-03, FB-Response-N&V-05. 

1032-101 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-N&V-OI. 

1032-102 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-AG-06. 

People and businesses in California use electric power and radio frequency (RF) 
communications for many purposes and services, in homes, businesses, farms, and 
factories. The intensive use of electric power and RF communications in California and 
all developed countries has ensured that the potential health effects of 
electromagnetic fields and resulting currents and voltages on people and animals have 
been thoroughly studied. As a result, the levels at which electromagnetic fields (EMF) 
and RF fields can cause health or behavior effects are well established. Broadly used 
international standards were created based on intensive investigation to ensure that: 
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1032-102 

* EMF and RF fields and resulting stray currents and voltages are measured and 
controlled. 

* Fields do not disturb or injure people or animals. 

In regard to dairy production, McGill University conducted a study with cows in pens 
exposed to controlled EMF levels of 330 mG and 10 kV/m, the projected magnetic and 
electric fields that occur at ground level under a 735-kV line at full load. The researchers 
measured the following: melatonin levels, prolactin levels, milk production, milk fat 
content, dry-matter intake by cows, and reproductive outcomes. While a few statistically 
significant changes in these factors were found, none of the changes were outside the 
normal range for cows (McGill University 2008). The study concluded that the EMF 
exposure did not harm the cows or reduce milk productivity. Various studies cited by 
other researchers regarding EMF and wildlife suggest a range of effects similar for 
livestock, from non-existent to relatively small to positive. One study suggests a 
beneficial application for ELF-EMF in broiler chickens to fight a common parasitic 
infection called Coccidiosis (Golder Associates 2009). 

Because 735-kV utility power transmission lines run up and down the state, cattle and 
people near those lines are exposed to these levels on a continuing basis. Consistent 
with the McGill study, epidemiological evidence does not indicate that cattle or people 
near existing 735-kV utility power transmission lines are generally or broadly affected by 
the fields. 

California HST traction power 60-Hz current will flow in the overhead contact system 
(OCS) and running rails to provide power to trains. The traction power system is called a 
2x25 kV system because it uses 25 kV voltage for the trains and uses two nearby cables 
with opposite phase of the 25 kV to distribute the power down the tracks. Currents in this 
California FIST 2x25 kV system create EMFs and static electric fields near the FIST 
tracks. However, the HST levels will be lower than the fields typical of a 735-kV utility 
power transmission line. This is because the separation between California HST OCS 
cables is less, cable-to-cable voltage levels and cable current levels are less, and the 
HST cables are closer to the ground so that they are closer to the reducing effect of the 
fields in the ground, all compared to the 735-kV utility power cables. 


1032-102 

California HST TM 300.07, EIR/EIS Assessment of CHST Alignment EMF Footprint, 
shows that at the closest fence line to the HST tracks, the expected magnetic field is 60 
mG, less than one-fifth the level from a transmission line. Since cattle cannot be inside 
the fence line and people can only be inside the fence line at passenger stations, the 
possible HST EMF exposure is: 

* Low compared to the 735 kV utility power transmission line. 

* Therefore, below the level at which the McGill study showed no effect on cows and 
milk production. 

Similarly, the electric field from the California HST 25 kV 60 Hz OCS will be low 
compared to the exposure from a 735-kV utility power transmission line. 

For these reasons, EMF effects on livestock and poultry are expected to have negligible 
intensity under NEPA, and the impact would be less than significant under CEQA. See 
Standard Response FB-Response-AG-06: Confined Animal Facilities regarding the 
impact of EMF emissions on dairies. 

1032-103 

Stray voltages occur when there is a voltage or potential difference between the neutral 
conductor on an electrical system and the ground (earth). Stray currents occur when the 
earth conducts some of the current of a power system. Stray voltages and currents exist 
whenever a power system has more than one connection to the earth, so they are a 
general condition in homes, factories, farms, and anywhere electric power is used. As a 
result, engineers and power systems have well-established procedures and standards to 
provide protection against effects of stray voltages and currents. 

Regarding the corrosion effect of stray current, this is a significant concern for electrified 
transit systems that use DC power. The one-way current flow of DC power causes a 
continuing removal of metal from buried pipelines under some conditions. By 
comparison, AC power systems, such as the California HST and utility power systems 
around the world, do not cause continuing removal of metal, because the direction of 
current switches back and forth in each power cycle, 60 times per second. 
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The techniques which control stray voltages and currents to prevent against shocks are 
described in the Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS under Impact EMF/EMI #8 - 
Potential for Nuisance Shocks. These same provisions further reduced the possibility of 
corrosion of pipes or other buried metal structures. 

Section 3.5 Electromagnetic Fields and Electromagnetic Interference, Impact EMF/EMI 
#7, on page 3.5-17 of the Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS, evaluates corrosion 
impacts on pipelines, cables, and adjoining rail in detail. The analysis states that if 
adjacent pipelines and other linear metallic structures are not sufficiently grounded 
through direct contact with the earth, the project would include additional grounding of 
pipelines and other linear metallic objects in coordination with the affected owner or 
utility, as part of the construction of the HST system. Alternatively, insulating joints or 
couplings may be installed in continuous metallic pipes to prevent current flow. The 
potential for corrosion from ground currents would be avoided by installing supplemental 
grounding or by insulating sections in continuous metallic objects in accordance with 
standard FIST designs. 

The California FIST traction power and rail designs recognize the need to control stray 
voltages and currents to avoid shocks. The bonding and grounding of FIST equipment 
will fulfill the requirements of EN 50122-1:2011, Railway applications - Fixed installations 
- Electrical safety, earthing and the return circuit - Part 1: Protective provisions against 
electric shock, Section 9.2.2. This standard was established specifically to protect 
people near traction power systems like the one for the FIST. 

For the California HST, the running rails will be periodically connected to earth all along 
the track, and the rails will carry a significant amount of train propulsion current, called 
return current. This return current will create a stray voltage along the rails, which also 
will be connected to the earth due to the periodic grounding, 

The project will calculate the maximum stray voltages, and will provide all necessary 
protections against shock from stray voltage, such as grounding procedures for metal 
fences, buildings, buried pipes, and aboveground irrigation pipes that run parallel to the 
track. 


1032-103 

The California HST project will avoid damaging buried structures through corrosion and 
avoid disturbing or injuring cattle or other animals or people near the HST track by: 

* Using the broad knowledge of currents and fields from existing electric railways in the 
U.S. and around the world. 

* Learning from the experience in preventing adverse effects. 

* Performing the HST project actions to apply necessary protections along the HST 
track. 

A Mitigation Monitoring and Enforcement Plan (MMEP) is required to ensure that 
adopted project design features and mitigation measures are successfully implemented. 
The Authority is the lead agency for the proposed project and is responsible for 
implementation of the MMEP. The MMEP will be active through all phases of the project, 
including design, construction, and operation. The project will be developed in phases 
and may include permits required for implementation of project components. There are 
mitigation measures that must be continuously implemented throughout the 
development and operation of the HST project. The MMEP identifies those mitigation 
measures required by the Authority to mitigate or avoid significant adverse 
impacts associated with the implementation of the proposed project, identifies the entity 
responsible for the monitoring and timing of implementation, identifies the project phase 
each measure applies to, and verifies completion. The MMEP is also an aid to 
implementing the measures, monitoring their effectiveness, and preparing 
documentation. As individual mitigation measures are completed, the compliance 
monitor will sign and date the MMEP, indicating that the required mitigation measure 
has been completed for the subject period. The compliance monitor will also note the 
documentation (title of the monitoring report) that was submitted for each mitigation 
measure. 

1032-104 

As noted above, stray voltages occur when there is a voltage or potential difference 
between the neutral conductor on an electrical system and the ground (earth). Stray 
currents occur when the earth conducts some of the current of a power system. Stray 
voltages and currents exist whenever a power system has more than one connection to 
the earth, so they are a general condition in homes, factories, farms, and anywhere 
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electric power is used. As a result, engineers and power systems have well-established 
procedures and standards to provide protection against effects of stray voltages and 
currents. 

Regarding the corrosion effect of stray current, this is a significant concern for electrified 
transit systems that use DC power. The one-way current flow of DC power causes a 
continuing removal of metal from buried pipelines under some conditions. By 
comparison, AC power systems (such as the California HST and utility power systems 
around the world) do not cause continuing removal of metal because the direction of 
current switches back and forth in each power cycle, 60 times per second. 

The techniques that control stray voltages and currents to prevent against shocks are 
described in the Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS under Impact EMF/EMI #8 - 
Potential for Nuisance Shocks. These same provisions further reduced the possibility of 
corrosion of pipes or other buried metal structures. 

For the California HST, the running rails will be periodically connected to earth all along 
the track, and the rails will carry a significant amount of train propulsion current, called 
return current. This return current will create a stray voltage along the rails, which also 
will be connected to the earth due to the periodic grounding, 

The California HST project is implementing an Electromagnetic Compatibility Program 
Plan (EMCPP) during project planning, construction, and operation to achieve and 
ensure electromagnetic compatibility (EMC) with neighboring systems and equipment, 
including radio communications. The EMCPP's purpose is to ensure that the HST, 
including its trains, traction power system, and communications systems, do not 
interfere with neighbors or with HST equipment. 

As one of the EMCPP activities, the project will calculate the maximum stray voltages, 
and will provide all necessary protections against shock from stray voltage, such as 
grounding procedures for metal fences, buildings, buried pipes, and aboveground 
irrigation pipes that run parallel to the track. 


1032-105 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-S&S-02. 

The California High-Speed Train Project is implementing an Electromagnetic 
Compatibility Program Plan (EMCPP) during project planning, construction, and 
operation to achieve and ensure electromagnetic compatibility (EMC) with neighboring 
systems and equipment, including adjacent railroads. The EMCPP's purpose is to 
ensure that the HST System, including its trains, traction power system, and 
communications systems, do not interfere with adjacent railroads, neighbors, or with 
HST equipment. 

During the planning stage through the preliminary system design, the Authority will 
perform EMC/electromagnetic interference (EMI) safety analyses to identify adjacent 
railroad sections and systems, will initiate joint working groups with adjacent railroad 
engineering authorities, will assess and calculate specific characteristics of potential 
interactions, and will work with the adjacent railroads to implement design provisions 
wherever needed. 

Adjacent railroads have extensive experience protecting against the 60-hertz (Hz) 
electromagnetic fields that are the most likely source of possible interference, because 
railroads experience the same effects from adjacent utility power lines that they will 
experience from the HST traction power and overhead contact system (OCS). 

The HST project would use radio systems for automatic train control, data transfer, and 
communications. HST radio systems would transmit radio signals from antennas 
located at stations and the heavy maintenance facility (HMF) along the track alignment 
and on locomotives and train cars. Radio spectrum would be dedicated for HST use, 
and EMI with other users would not be expected. Communications systems at stations 
may operate at Wi-Fi frequencies to connect to stationary trains; channels would be 
selected to avoid EMI with other users, including Wi-Fi systems at use at nearby schools 
(Authority 2011c, 201 If). 

Most radio systems procured for HST use are expected to be commercial off-the-shelf 
systems (COTS) conforming to Federal Communications Commission (FCC) regulations 
at Title 47 Code of Federal Regulations Part 15, which contains emissions requirements 
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1032-105 

designed to ensure EMC among users and systems. The Authority will require all non- 
COTS systems procured for HST use to be certified in conformity with FCC regulations 
for Part 15, Sub-part B, Class A devices. HST radio systems will also meet emissions 
and immunity requirements (which are contained in the European 
Committee for Electrotechnical Standardization [CENELEC] EN 50121-4 Standard for 
railway signaling and telecommunications operations) and designed to provide 
electromagnetic compatibility with other radio users (CENELEC 2006). 

All California HST radio systems will fully comply with applicable FCC regulations, 
whose purpose is to ensure that authorized radio systems can operate without 
disturbance from all other authorized systems. 

The EMCPP will specify and design systems to prevent EMI with identified neighboring 
uses, including adjacent railroads; will require compliance with international standards 
limiting emissions to protect neighboring uses; and will incorporate these design 
requirements into bid specifications used to procure radio and all other HST systems, 
including trains, traction power systems, and communication systems. The 
implementation stage will include 100% system design and will include final engineering 
design, monitoring, testing, and evaluation of system performance. 

1032-106 

The commenter does not mention any specific impacts with regards to metal pipelines, 
and gas, water, and electric lines. However, Section 3.5, Electromagnetic Fields and 
Electromagnetic Interference, Impact EMF/EMI #7, page 3.5-17, of the Revised 
DEIR/Supplemental DEIS evaluates corrosion impacts on pipelines, cables, and 
adjoining rail in detail. Also, Section 3.6, Public Utilities and Energy, includes a 
comprehensive evaluation of impacts on water, gas, and electric lines. 

The project will calculate the maximum stray voltages and will provide all necessary 
protections against shock from stray voltage (such as grounding procedures for metal 
fences, buildings, buried pipes, aboveground irrigation pipes) that run parallel to the 
track. 

The California HST project will avoid disturbing or injuring cattle or other animals or 


1032-106 

people near the HST track by: 

* Using the broad knowledge of currents and fields from existing electric railways in the 
U.S. and around the world. 

* Learning from experience in preventing adverse effects. 

* Performing the California HST project actions to apply necessary protections along 
the HST track. 

1032-107 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-AG-06. 

The intensive use of electric power and radio frequency (RF) communications in 
California and all developed countries has ensured that the potential health effects 
of electromagnetic fields and resulting currents and voltages on people and animals 
have been thoroughly studied. As a result, the levels at which electromagnetic fields 
(EMF) and RF fields can cause health or behavior effects are well established. Broadly 
used international standards were created based on intensive investigation to ensure 
that: 

* EMF and RF fields and resulting stray currents and voltages are measured and 
controlled. 

* Fields do not disturb or injure people or animals. 

In regard to dairy production, McGill University conducted a study with cows in pens 
exposed to controlled EMF levels of 330 mG and 10 kV/m, the projected magnetic and 
electric fields that occur at ground level under a 735 kV line at full load. The researchers 
measured the following: melatonin levels, prolactin levels, milk production, milk fat 
content, dry-matter intake by cows, and reproductive outcomes. While a few statistically 
significant changes in these factors were found, none of the changes were outside the 
normal range for cows (McGill University 2008). The study concluded that the EMF 
exposure did not harm the cows or reduce milk productivity. Various studies cited by 
other researchers regarding EMF and wildlife suggest a range of effects similar for 
livestock, from nonexistent to relatively small to positive. One study suggests a 
beneficial application for ELF-EMF in broiler chickens to fight a common parasitic 
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infection called Coccidiosis (Golder Associates 2009). 

Since 735 kV utility power transmission lines run up and down the state, cattle and 
people near those lines are exposed to these levels on a continuing basis. Consistent 
with the McGill study, epidemiological evidence does not indicate that cattle or people 
near existing 735 kV utility power transmission lines are generally or broadly affected by 
the fields. 

California HST traction power 60 Hz current will flow in the overhead contact system 
(OCS) and in the running rails to provide power to trains. The traction power system is 
called a 2x25 kV system, because it uses 25 kV voltage for the trains, and uses two 
nearby cables with opposite phase of the 25 kV to distribute the power down the tracks. 
Currents in this HST 2x25 kV system create EMFs and static electric fields near the HST 
tracks. However, the HST levels will be lower than the fields typical of a 735 kV utility 
power transmission line. This is because the separation between HST OCS cables is 
less, cable-to-cable voltage levels and cable current levels are less, and the HST cables 
are closer to the ground so that they are closer to the reducing effect of the fields in the 
ground, all compared to the 735 kV utility power cables. 

California HST TM 300.07, EIR/EIS Assessment of CHST Alignment EMF Footprint, 
shows that at the closest fence line to the California HST tracks, the expected magnetic 
field is 60 mG, less than one-fifth the level from a transmission line. Since cattle cannot 
be inside the fence line and people can only be inside the fence line at passenger 
stations, the possible California HST EMF exposure is: 

* Low compared to the 735 kV utility power transmission line. 

* Therefore, below the level at which the McGill study showed no effect on cows and 
milk production. 

Similarly, the electric field from the California HST 25 kV 60 Hz OCS will be low 
compared to the exposure from a 735 kV utility power transmission line. 

For these reasons, EMF effects on livestock and poultry are expected to have negligible 
intensity under NEPA, and the impact would be less than significant under CEQA. See 


1032-107 

Standard Response FB-Response-AG-06: Confined Animal Facilities regarding the 
impact of EMF emissions on dairies. 

1032-108 

Section 1 of the EIR/EIS provides the purpose, need and objectives of the high-speed 
rail system. The decision to construct a system in California was not predicated on a 
cost-benefit ratio, but rather the need to address the mobility demands of the growing 
population of the state. The possibility of improved air quality in the Central Valley as a 
result of new fuel economy rules does not diminish the positive benefits associated with 
the HSR system. 

On August 28, 2012, the Obama administration finalized its new fuel economy rules, 
requiring the fleet-wide fuel economy average of new cars and trucks sold in the U.S. to 
double over the next 13 years. The average fuel economy must reach 54.5 miles per 
gallon by 2025, up from 28.6 mpg at the end of last year. EMFAC2011, which was 
approved by the EPA for use in 2013, reflects the emissions benefits of ARB's recent 
rulemakings including on-road diesel fleet rules, Pavley Clean Car Standards, and the 
Low Carbon Fuel standard. These changes were considered in the air quality analysis 
for the Final EIR/EIS. 

1032-109 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-AG-04. 

The diameter size of water pipelines evaluated is 6 inches and greater. The Revised 
DEIR/Supplemental EIS contains a typographical error and has been corrected in the 
Final EIR/EIS. Information on utilities was gathered from data provided by local utilities 
service providers within the study area and from field survey information gathered in 
2009 and 2010. The locations of above-ground and underground utilities (e.g., natural 
gas lines, petroleum pipelines, fiber optic, cables, and telecommunication infrastructure) 
were verified or corrected based on field observations and were mapped by recording 
the GIS coordinates of their above-ground signage. Refer to Section 3.6.3.1 for more 
information. In addition, the Authority is actively assimilating information on existing and 
planned utilities. The design presented in the Revised Draft EIR/Supplemental Draft EIS 
is based on preliminary engineering. The Authority will coordinate with utility owners to 
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refine this information, identifying and evaluating all known facilities within the footprint 
during future design phases. 

Where existing underground utilities, such as gas, petroleum, and water pipelines, cross 
the high-speed train (HST) alignment, these affected utilities would be placed in a 
protective casing to allow for maintenance of the utility from outside the access- 
controlled HST right-of-way. The project construction contractor would coordinate 
schedules for utility relocations and protection-in-place with the utility owner to ensure 
the project would not result in prolonged disruption of services. Section 3.6, Public 
Utilities and Energy of the Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS acknowledges the 
Authority’s compliance with the Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property 
Acquisition Policies Act of 1970 on compensation for impacts on property owners and 
tenants who must relocate if they are displaced by a federally sponsored project. This 
Act applies to all real property, including the acquisition of land for relocation of utilities 
(including agricultural wells). 

1032-110 

Both time lines are correct. The current schedule calls for mobilization to begin in 2014 
with project construction completed by 2021, a period of 8 years. However, within that 8 
years, water demand will be most intensive for 5 years during demolition, land clearing, 
earthmoving, construction of elevated structures, construction of track, and the initial 
phases of station and HMF construction which will extend from 2014 through 2019. 

1032-111 

The potential impacts of the HST System on electricity generation and transmission 
includes the entire state of California (and western states that produce energy that is 
exported to California) because the HST System would obtain electricity from multiple 
connection points throughout the statewide grid. Prorating the electricity requirements 
for any one segment of the HST System based on statewide demand is a reasonable 
approximation due to the operational requirements of HST across multiple project 
sections and the power for those sections being provided by the statewide (and multi¬ 
state) electrical grid. The HST System is expected to require less than 1% of the state’s 
future electricity consumption. The Fresno to Bakersfield Section of the HST is 
estimated to require 78 megawatts (MW) of peak demand, which is within existing 


1032-111 

reserves. The HST project would not require the construction of a separate power 
source and would not impact power reliability. 

Appendix 3.6-C of the Revised Draft EIR/Supplemental Draft EIS discusses the 
methodology for estimating electricity demand. 

1032-112 

Should the Kings/Tulare Regional Station-East Alternative be built, the Authority 
would pay for the extension of the City of Hanford's existing sewer trunk line on the east 
side of Hanford to the station site. The Authority would compensate the City for this 
infrastructure extension. The Final EIR/EIS includes the potential impacts of extending 
the City's sewer trunk line in Section 3.6 Public Utilities and Energy. 

1032-113 

Should the Kings/Tulare Regional Station-East Alternative be built, the Authority 
would pay for the extension of the City of Hanford's existing sewer trunk line on the east 
side of Hanford to the station site. The Authority would compensate the City for this 
infrastructure extension. The Final EIR/EIS includes the potential impacts of extending 
the City's sewer trunk line in Section 3.6 Public Utilities and Energy. 

1032-114 

Table 3.6-10 of the Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS notes electricity consumption in 
Fresno, Kings, Tulare, and Kern counties in 2009, as documented by the California 
Energy Commission. Electricity consumption depends upon other factors besides 
population and land use. Local climate, economic activity, and local policies can all 
cause differences in electricity usage between counties. See Section 3.6, Public Utilities 
and Energy for more information. 

1032-115 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-PU&E-OI, FB-Response-PU&E-02. 

1032-116 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-22. 
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The proposed project’s energy impacts are evaluated both against existing conditions 
and against background (i.e., No Project) conditions as they are expected to be in 2035. 
Results for both baselines are presented. The results comparing the project with existing 
conditions are summarized in this document, and details are presented in Appendix 3.6- 
A, Existing Plus Project Conditions Energy Analysis. This approach complies with CEQA 
(see Woodward Park Homeowners Assn v. City of Fresno [2007], 150 Cal.App.4th 683, 
707, Sunnyvale West Neighborhood Assn. v. City of Sunnyvale [2010], 190 Cal.App.4th 
1351, and Neighbors for Smart Rail v. Exposition Metro Line Construction Authority 
[2012], 204 Cal.app.4th 1480) by informing the public of potential project impacts under 
both baselines, but focuses the analysis on the baseline analysis more likely to occur. 
Court decisions indicate that a projected future baseline is an appropriate means to 
analyze environmental effects of a long-term infrastructure project when that future 
baseline is supported by substantial evidence (refer to Section 3.36.5). 

1032-117 

The Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS discusses the methodology for estimating 
electricity demand. In the 2008 Bay Area to Central Valley Program EIR/EIS (Authority 
and FRA 2008), the statewide energy impacts of the proposed HSR project were 
analyzed using a methodology from the 2005 Statewide Program EIR/EIS (Authority and 
FRA 2005). The 2012 energy impact analysis reflects a refinement to the analysis 
presented in those documents. The 2012 analysis utilizes updated conversion factors, 
ridership forecasts, train sets and vehicle miles traveled, among other parameters. 
Please refer to Appendix 3.6-C and cited references and assumptions for detailed 
information on various parameters, along with the values used in the two analyses. 

1032-118 

The construction energy payback period is the number of years required to pay back the 
energy used in construction with operational energy consumption savings of the high¬ 
speed train (HST) alternative prorated to statewide energy savings. The payback period 
is calculated by dividing the estimated HST System construction energy by the amount 
of energy per year that would later be saved by the full operation of the HST System 
(based on the prorated statewide value). The calculations assume that the amount of 
energy saved in the study year (2035) would remain constant throughout the payback 


1032-118 

period. 

The construction energy is estimated in Table 3.6-2 in the Revised DEIR/Supplemental 
DEIS. The energy saved is estimated in Table 3.6-12. These estimates have also been 
updated to consider revised vehicle miles traveled and other new data. 

1032-119 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-AG-04, FB-Response-SO-01. 

Impacts on specific crops have not been evaluated since the crops are seasonal and 
depend on soil suitability. The Authority would, however, compensate for losses that 
occur due to the proposed project as part of the right-of-way acquisition process. 

1032-120 

During construction, local utilities would supply water to the Authority's contractors. 
Sometimes a small volume of water storage is used on site during construction to 
provide temporary capacity that can help reduce lengthy trips for water trucks between 
the construction site and a water source. 

During operations, it is anticipated that station sites would connect to the existing 
municipal systems. The at-grade and below-grade options of the Kings/Tulare Regional 
Station - West Alternative are inside the City of Hanford's urban growth area (sphere of 
influence) and water service area, and would rely on the city for water service to the 
station. The Kings/Tulare Regional Station - East Alternative is outside of the City of 
Hanford water service area, and therefore the station would likely pump and treat 
groundwater for use as municipal supply. Refer to Appendix 3.6-B for more information. 

1032-121 

The Authority has signed Policy Directive POLI-PLAN-03 Subject: Sustainability that 
establishes construction waste practices of recycling all steel and concrete and diverting 
75 percent of total waste from landfill, unless local regulations are higher. These 
requirements have been implemented in Construction Package 01 as general provisions 
of the contract and will be implemented in subsequent construction contracts. Adopting 
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these requirements as state policy, incorporating them as defined features of the HSR 
project, and specifying them as provisions of the construction contracts ensures 
that these practices will be carried out. 

1032-122 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-AG-04, FB-Response-HWR-01, FB- 
Response-SO-OI. 

The Authority would work with irrigation districts and landowners to protect irrigation 
systems. Canals may be bridged or placed in pipelines beneath the HST right-of-way. 
Irrigation pipelines crossing the alignment would be buried to an appropriate depth to 
sustain the weight of the HST and placed in protective casing so that future 
maintenance of the line could be accomplished outside of the HST right-of-way. The 
designs presented in the Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS are based on preliminary 
engineering. Therefore, the Authority will continue to work with utility owners during final 
design and construction to ensure all utilty conflicts are resolved. Any relocated utilities 
would continue to be owned and maintained by the existing utility owner. The project 
would not result in the loss of or reduced access to public utility pipes. Refer to Section 
3.6.5 for more information. 

1032-123 

The energy estimate of 28,404.48 MMBtus per day in the Revised DEIR/Supplemental 
DEIS reflects a refinement of the analysis conducted in the 2008 Bay Area to Central 
Valley Program EIR/EIS energy assessment (Authority and FRA 2008), utilizing current 
conversion factors, ridership forecasts, train sets, and vehicle miles traveled. 

This increase in energy consumption represents less than 1% of statewide consumption, 
which is equivalent to the consumption for a city of 200,000 people. 

1032-124 

The vehicle miles traveled (VMT) reduction assumes full project build-out, including a 
Kings/Tulare Regional Station. Please note that the energy estimate has since been 
refined using current conversion factors, ridership forecasts, train sets, and VMT. 


1032-124 

The Final EIR/EIS has been revised to include the King/Tulare Regional Station as part 
of the project. This station will be constructed and is no longer a "potential" project 
component. 

1032-125 

As discussed in Chapter 1 of the EIR/EIS, California's population is growing rapidly and, 
unless new transportation solutions are identified, traffic will only become more 
congested and airport delays will continue to increase. The proposed 220-mph HST 
System would provide lower passenger costs than air travel for the same city-to-city 
markets, faster travel time than automobile travel, and additional amenities such as 
increased passenger space and comfort, food service, and wireless internet. These 
factors would make high-speed rail travel an attractive choice for people when they are 
deciding how to move around the state. The HST system would increase mobility while 
reducing air pollution, decreasing dependence on fossil fuels, protecting the 
environment by reducing GHG emissions, and promoting sustainable development in 
the areas near the stations, in comparison to existing trends. By moving people more 
quickly and at lower cost than today, the HST System would boost California's 
productivity and also enhance the economy. See the discussion under Section 1.2.4, 
Statewide and Regional Need. 

Substantially more energy is required to move a person by car or by airplane than by 
rail. Current estimates indicate that HSTs would require approximately one-third of the 
energy required by an airplane. The number of plane flights statewide (intrastate) would 
decrease with the California HST System when analyzed against both the future 
condition and existing condition baselines because travelers would choose to use the 
HST rather than fly to their destination. The average fuel consumption rate for aircraft is 
based on the profile of aircraft currently servicing the San Francisco to Los Angeles 
airline corridor. The number of air trips removed due to the HST System was estimated 
by using the travel demand modeling analysis conducted for the project. This 
information is discussed in more detail in Appendix 3.6-A, Existing Plus Project 
Conditions Energy Analysis. 
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1032-126 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-PU&E-02. 

The text in the Final EIR/EIS has been revised to reflect the Authority's policy to use 
100% renewable energy and not some increment less. 

1032-127 

Appendix 3.6-C of the Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS discusses the methodology for 
estimating electricity demand. In the 2008 Bay Area to Central Valley Program EIR, the 
statewide energy impacts of the proposed HST project were analyzed using a 
methodology from the 2005 Statewide Program EIR/EIS (Authority and FRA 2005, 

2008). The 2012 energy impact analysis reflects a refinement to the analysis presented 
in those documents.The 2012 analysis utilizes updated conversion factors, ridership 
forecasts, train sets, and vehicle miles traveled, among other parameters. Please refer 
to Appendix 3.6-C for detailed information on various parameters, along with the values 
used in the two analyses. 

1032-128 

The potential impacts of the FIST System on electricity generation and transmission 
includes the entire state of California (and western states that produce energy that is 
exported to California) because the FIST System would obtain electricity from multiple 
connection points throughout the statewide grid. Prorating the electricity requirements 
for any one segment of the FIST System based on statewide demand is a reasonable 
approximation due to the operational requirements of FIST across multiple project 
sections and the power for those sections being provided by the statewide (and multi¬ 
state) electrical grid. The FIST System is expected to require less than 1% of the state’s 
future electricity consumption. The Fresno to Bakersfield Section of the HST is 
estimated to require 78 megawatts (MW) of peak demand, which is within existing 
reserves. The HST project would not require the construction of a separate power 
source and would not impact power reliability. 

Appendix 3.6-C of the Revised Draft EIR/Supplemental Draft EIS discusses the 
methodology for estimating electricity demand. 


1032-129 

The supporting data on this information is provided in the California Energy Commission 
Staff Report and is cited as a source in the references. See the "Summer 2010 
Electricity Supply and Demand Outlook" (Pryor 2010) for additional information. 

1032-130 

The Kaweah Delta Water Conservation District released and approved a Plan of Study 
for the development of a Habitat Conservation Plan/Natural Community Conservation 
Plan (HCP/NCCP) in 2007. The Plan of Study is divided into three phases: (1) Project 
Development, (2) HCP Development, and (3) Environmental Analysis and 
Review. Because the Kaweah Delta Water Conservation District HCP/NCCP has not 
been adopted nor is it anticipated to be adopted by the time project construction starts, it 
is not included in the Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS Biological Resources section. 

To date, a publicly available draft HCP/NCCP has not been released by the Kaweah 
Delta Water Conservation District (draft date is unknown), and no agency notifications or 
applications are known. Furthermore, there are no notices on the Kaweah Delta Water 
Conservation District website with respect to development of the HCP/NCCP. For 
reasons described in the paragraph above, this project is not included in the cumulative 
impact analysis and is not considered reasonably foreseeable. 

1032-131 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-BIO-03. 

Contrary to the commenter’s suggestion, surveys of the Hanford West Bypass were 
conducted. The statements “Landowners along the alignment were not contacted...” and 
“...site visits were not made along the Kings County Alignment...” made by the 
commenter are not correct. Field surveys and site visits were conducted by biologists 
between the DEIR/DEIS and the RDEIR/SDEIS. The field assessments were conducted 
November and December 2011 for the Hanford West Bypass 1 and 2 alternatives (as 
well as on other occasions, for other project modifications) on parcels within the study 
area where permission to enter was granted in King County. Letters requesting 
permission to enter the properties in Kings County that would be impacted by the HST 
were sent to landowners except in a few instances. Requests for permission to enter 
were not made for urban areas (Fresno, Corcoran, Wasco, Shafter, or Bakersfield), for 
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1032-131 

properties less than 0.5 acre in size or for properties zoned as commercial or industrial. 
Requests for permission to enter in urban areas were not made because the effort 
required to obtain permission to enter into the thousands of parcels would not likely 
result in additional environmental resource findings (including biological). Furthermore, 
public access and visible assessments of the urban areas were possible. As stated in 
Section 3.7.3.3, access was granted in approximately 40% of the study area. 

In many instances, permission to enter was granted by landowners; however, 
permission to enter was not available for numerous properties because the request was 
denied (not granted), no response was received, or the property owner requested 
actions that could not reasonably be met (i.e., indemnification). Details on access and 
other survey limitations are provided in Section 3.7.3, as well as in other parts of Section 
3.7, of the Biological Resources and Wetlands Technical Report. 

As such, a statement or additional explanation regarding surveys in Kings County as 
requested by the commenter is not required. 

1032-132 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-N&V-OI, FB-Response-N&V-03. 

As stated in the Section 3.7.4.5, the Fresno to Bakersfield Section FIST alignment was 
designed to avoid the Tulare Lakebed Mitigation Site. Because the alignment avoids this 
area, impacts were not addressed specific to this conservation area in the document, 
and it is not included in any discussion of impacts on conservation areas. The Authority 
did not conduct a specific study to analyze the impacts of noise, vibration, and the 
physical path of HST in relation to specific natural and/or public lands such as the Tulare 
Lake Mitigation Site. Flowever, impacts on special-status wildlife and the effects 
associated with noise are described in the document under both the construction period 
and project period indirect impacts (pages 3.7-56 and 3.7-108). Furthermore, the HST 
alignments adjacent to this area parallel existing infrastructure, including the BNSF and 
SR 43, which produce significant noise. The Tulare Lakebed Mitigation Site is 
constructed and surrounded by an earthen berm that impounds the water and provides 
a buffer against noise generated from the train. 


1032-133 

Impacts resulting from the No Project Alternative are discussed in Section 3.7.5.2. 
Analysis in this section is limited to a broad level that focuses on consequences of 
continued transportation and infrastructure growth, urban development, and other land 
use changes. 

1032-134 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-BIO-03. 

Potential impacts on the Valley Elderberry Longhorn Beetle are disclosed in Section 
3.7.5 [Direct (BIO #2) Impacts during Construction Period, Indirect (BIO#2) Impacts 
during Construction Period, Indirect (BIO #5) Project Impacts, and Direct (BIO #6) 

Project Impacts]. The project could result in the elimination of elderberry shrubs, the sole 
host plant of the valley elderberry longhorn beetle, which is considered a potentially 
significant impact if not mitigated. 

As stated in Section 3.7.7 mitigation measure Bio-MM#21 (Implement Conservation 
Guidelines for the Valley Elderberry Longhorn Beetle), conservation guidelines will be 
implemented which include protocol-level surveys for the valley elderberry longhorn 
beetle and its host plant at the project site. The amount of mitigation is directly related to 
diameter of the stems, presence/absence of exit holes and whether or not the elderberry 
shrubs are located in riparian habitat. In accordance with the conservation guidelines, 
this mitigation measure will identify shrubs that would be affected by the project (based 
on diameter size class and external evidence of beetle presence), plant replacement 
habitat (conservation planting) for affected shrubs, and establish and maintain a buffer 
zone around elderberry plants. If the project cannot avoid affecting an elderberry plant 
that meets the habitat criteria, the plant may be transplanted to a conservation area 
(with possible exemptions based on plant condition or access problems, at the discretion 
of USFWS). 

This mitigation is defined by the USFWS as the protocol for mitigating for impacts to this 
species and is proven successful, as the USFWS has petitioned to delist the species. 
Protocol-level surveys prior to the analysis provided in the Revised DEIR/Supplemental 
DEIS would not change the conclusion that this would be a significant impact without 
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1032-134 

mitigation, and with implementation of the mitigation identified, the impact would be less 
than significant. 

1032-135 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-BIO-03. 

Permission to enter (access) was not granted for all properties within the project study 
areas. As stated in Section 3.7.3.3, access was granted in approximately 40% of the 
study area. Requests for permission to enter were not made for urban areas (Fresno, 
Corcoran, Wasco, Shafter, or Bakersfield), for properties less than 0.5 acre in size or for 
properties zoned as commercial or industrial. Requests for permission to enter in urban 
areas were not made because the effort required to obtain permission to enter into the 
thousands of parcels would not likely result in additional environmental resource findings 
(including biological). Furthermore, public access and visible assessments of the urban 
areas were possible. 

In many instances, permission to enter was granted by landowners; however, 
permission to enter was not available for numerous properties because the request was 
denied (not granted), no response was received, or the property owner requested 
actions that could not reasonably be met (i.e., indemnification). Details on access and 
other survey limitations are provided in Section 3.7.3, as well as in other parts of Section 
3.7, of the Biological Resources and Wetlands Technical Report. 

The Authority maintains a log of the permission to enter letters sent to property owners. 
The log identifies the county, assessor’s parcel number (APN), the name of the owner 
and other relevant information. Furthermore, the Authority maintains on file the 
responses to permission to enter request received from land owners. These received 
responses generally fall into three categories, do not access, permission to enter 
granted, and permission to enter granted with special conditions. 

1032-136 

Water use was evaluated in Section 3.6, Public Utilities and Energy, and in Appendix 
3.6-B, Water Usage Analysis Technical Memorandum. Appendix 3.6-A (page 3) details 
the assumptions used to derive heavy maintenance facility (HMF) water usage rates. 


1032-136 

Operational data from the Hayward BART facility (water rate usage of 31 gallons per 
employee per day) was selected as a basis for developing a water use factor for the 
HMF facility, as the facilities are similar in function (both perform heavy maintenance 
and cleaning for electrically powered train sets). The number of train sets and 
employees for both the BART (actual numbers) and HST facilities (planned numbers) 
were compared and climatic conditions (precipitation, average temperature, humidity) 
and landscaping were considered, as well as the expected use of newer water recycling 
and reuse technologies at the HMF. Due to these considerations, the water usage factor 
for the HMF was adjusted slightly downward to 30 gallons per employee per day. With 
the ongoing improvement in water recycling and reuse technologies that would be 
employed at the HMF, it is likely that this water use factor may be conservatively high, 
but appropriate for use in the analysis. 

1032-137 

The HST would cross the Kings River channel (Old River) by a bridge which is 
connected to an aerial structure. This bridge would have one footing within the banks of 
the channel, within a high flow area. The river channel has very little, if any, base flow 
during most of the year. However, the Kings County Water District recharges 
groundwater by releasing flows into Old River which has a very permeable bottom. 
Water that is released into the channel for groundwater recharge would likely remain in 
the low flow channel prior to infiltration where there is minimal to no reduction in the 
amount of surface area available for infiltration. Also, if water for recharge were to reach 
a level that came into contact with the HST structure the amount of surface area 
occupied by the HST structure (i.e., the one footing) would be minor compared to the 
area available for recharge. Potential inferences from HST infrastructure to groundwater 
recharge would be minimal. In addition, KCWD would still be free to release the same 
amount of water into Old River for groundwater recharge as they do now. 

For information regarding the quality of stormwater runoff from bridges and potential 
indirect connections to river channels or groundwater recharge, see Section 3.8.5.3 of 
the EIR/EIS. 
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1032-138 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-HWR-03. 

Section 3.8, Hydrology and Water Resources, discusses the regulatory authority of the 
Central Valley Flood Protection Board (CVFPB) and requirements associated with 
CVFPB-designated floodways and federal flood control projects. The Authority is 
working with the CVFPB regarding requirements for the Kings River crossings. The 
details of the agreement concerning Kings River crossings have not been finalized, but 
agreed upon changes will be incorporated into the design. 

1032-139 

The Authority is working with all agencies that the alignments cross or impact, including 
the 

USACE, Kings River Water Association, and Kings River Conservation 

District. The project design analyzed in the Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS had 

bridges 

with 4 feet of clearance of the Cole Slough and Kings River levees 
(please see Volume III: Section A - Alignment Plans). Subsequent 
consultation with Kings River Conservation District regarding 
levee maintenance activities has led to a modification of the profile 
at these crossings to allow 18 feet of clearance at the levees, which is 
reflected in the design drawings for the Final EIS/EIR. 

1032-140 

Induced growth is analyzed in Section 3.18, Regional Growth. The HST's induced 
growth in Fresno, Kings, Tulare and Kern counties is estimated to be 2% to 3%, 
depending on the county. Projected water demand under future conditions and water 
demand associated with the HST's induced growth are discussed in Section 3.19, 
Cumulative Impacts. Projections of future water demand in the Tulare Lake Basin have 
been analyzed by the Department of Water Resources (DWR). Overall, estimates by 
DWR show a range of possible future trends in water demand in the Tulare Lake Basin, 
which vary depending upon several factors, including how climate change is factored 
into the model. The majority of the scenarios predict a decrease in future water demand. 
Water demand from the HST's induced growth would be partially offset by a reduction in 
water demand from irrigated lands. Appendix 3.6-B, Water Usage Analysis Technical 


1032-140 

Memorandum, discusses HST water uses in relation to SB 221 and 610 for 
developments of more than 500 homes (which is equivalent to 250 acre-feet/year). 
Because the stations and HMF are expected to require less than 250 acre-feet/year, 
water supply assessments will not be needed for these facilities, and no other special 
action to secure water from the local agencies will be needed. 

1032-141 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-AG-04. 

Impact HWQ#1, Temporary Changes to Drainage Patterns and Stormwater Runoff, 
discusses construction impacts. The Authority will be implementing Best Management 
Practices (BMPs) at construction sites to minimize any contaminated runoff from 
reaching streams. Numerous studies have been conducted over the years to evaluate 
the effectiveness of standard construction site BMPs (see 

http://www.bmpdatabase.org/). Farm fields will not need to be re-graded to change 
runoff patterns. Agricultural drainage will be accommodated by agricultural drainage 
systems on the edges of the fields. Local flooding that drains towards the HST tracks 
would pass through culverts in the track embankment. 

1032-142 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-HWR-05. 

The HST track area that is relatively impermeable is only about 40 feet wide. The extra 
runoff generated above existing conditions along this 40-foot width will drain from the 
tracks to both sides and typically infiltrate locally. The capacities of the swales are part 
of the engineering design. Water will infiltrate within the right-of-way or swales will 
discharge to the local stormwater drainage system (MS4), or will be handled following 
guidance contained in the Post-Construction Stormwater Quality Standards Technical 
Memorandum developed as part of the 401 Certification. For small events, it is not 
anticipated that drainage will be collected and transported very far from where it is 
generated because local soils have a high infiltration capacity. If stormwater drainage 
does occur, pollutants could be conveyed with the stormwater. However, most 
pollutants will be removed during the physical, biological, and chemical processes that 
take place within the swales and best management practices. Potential pollutants and 
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1032-142 

water quality effects are discussed under Impact HWQ#6. Required engineering 
studies, including hydrology studies used to size the swales for stormwater treatment, 
will be conducted as part of the engineering design 

The Union Pacific Railroad requirements for hydrology studies relate the design 
requirements for their drainage facilities next to their tracks. Similar design guidelines 
will be used when designing the drainage facilities for the HST. 

1032-143 

The use of regenerative braking technology will reduce brake pad wear and the amount 
of metal particles deposited in the track right-of-way. Anecdotal information from 
Britain’s Class 323 fleet trains has indicated that with regenerative braking enabled, the 
brake's disc pad life was around 18 months. When the electric braking was switched off, 
pad life fell to 18 days (Railway Gazette 2007 

[http://www.railwaygazette.com/news/single-view/view/regenerative-braking-boosts- 
green-credentials.html]). Additional studies have also been conducted that show 
substantially reduced brake wear for high-speed trains (Sjoholm 2011). 

For the operation period, the Authority would generally follow the procedures 
established in Chapter C2 of the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) 
Maintenance Guide to manage vegetation on Authority property (Caltrans 2010a 
[http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/maint/manual/-17_Chpt-C2_01-26-11 .pdf]). Vegetation would 
be controlled by chemical, biological, cultural, mechanical, structural, and manual 
methods. 

Only Caltrans-approved herbicides would be used in the vegetation control program. 
Pesticide application would be applied in accordance with all requirements of the 
California Department of Pesticide Regulation and County Agricultural Commissioners 
by certified pesticide applicators. Noxious/invasive weeds would be treated where 
requested by County Agricultural Commissioners. The Authority would cooperate in an 
area-wide control of noxious/invasive weeds if established by local agencies. 
Farmers/landowners who request weed control on state right-of-way that is not identified 
in the annual vegetation control plan would be encouraged to submit a permit request 
application for weed control that would identify the weeds and control method desired. 


1032-144 

Section 3.10, Hazardous Materials and Waste, discusses the abandonment of oil and 
gas wells and the wells associated with landfills. Agricultural water supply wells, if 
abandoned, will be done in accordance with local regulations to minimize the potential 
impacts on groundwater quality. 

1032-145 

Potential water quality effects are discussed under Impact HWQ#6 in Section 3.8, 
Hydrology and Water Resources, of the Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS. Train wash 
water would be directed to onsite infiltration basins or other best management practices 
(BMPs) designed for water quality treatment prior to discharge off site. The selection, 
sizing, and siting of BMPs at the heavy maintenance facility (HMF) is part of the 
engineering design. The HMF will be permitted by the State Water Resources Control 
Board (SWRCB) and Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) under the 
Industrial Storm Water General Permit (Order 97-03-DWQ, or as amended), which 
requires implementation of BMPs that will achieve the performance standard of best 
available technology economically achievable (BAT) and best conventional pollutant 
control technology (BCT). The Permit also requires the development of a Storm Water 
Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) and monitoring plan for ongoing operations. 
Additional measures would be provided, if required, by the SWRCB or RWQCB. No 
mitigation measures are required, but water quality design measures that will be 
implemented for the protection of water quality are listed and described in Section 3.8.6, 
"Project Design Features." 

1032-146 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-HWR-03. 

The project analysis is based on a 15% design, and details for the crossing would be 
determined at later stages of design. For the analysis in the Revised 
DEIR/Supplemental DEIS, piers were assumed to be placed in river channels with 
spans greater than 120 feet. The cross section of any piers used for construction will be 
small relative to the size of floodplains, so they will not increase flood levels. 
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1032-147 

Stormwater collected from road overpasses would be directed to best management 
practices (BMPs) developed for the HST project. The closure of some roads and the 
redirecting of traffic to locations with overcrossings of the HST will increase the level of 
traffic on those roads with overcrossings. However, data on the quality of runoff from 
highways do not indicate a strong correlation between traffic volume and amount of 
pollutants in highway runoff except in a broad sense. High-traffic urban roads (> 30,000 
average daily trips) have more pollutants than low-traffic rural highways, but within a 
category of highway (e.g., low-traffic rural highways) the level of traffic does not have a 
strong effect on the level of pollutants (FHWA 1990). Since it is not expected that the 
HST will change the nature of any of the overcrossings (i.e., convert low-traffic rural 
highway to high-traffic urban highway), the increase in traffic on some roads should not 
result in a significant increase in the pollutants in the runoff from the overpasses. 

1032-148 

Subsidence from groundwater or petroleum withdrawal is addressed in the Final 
EIR/EIS (Section 3.9.4.4, Geologic Hazards). The section states that substantial 
subsidence has occurred in the San Joaquin Valley, primarily due to groundwater 
extraction; however, the areas with greatest land subsidence are in the western portion 
of the San Joaquin Valley where subsidence of nearly 30 feet was recorded between 
1926 and 1970. In the area of the HST alternatives, including stations and heavy 
maintenance facilities (HMFs), subsidence has been far less dramatic than on the 
western side of the valley, with subsidence measured at less than 1 foot between 1926 
and 1970 (Faunt 2009; Galloway et al.). Over the last several decades, the use of 
pipelines and aqueducts for surface water deliveries from other parts of California has 
reduced dependence on groundwater for agricultural use, and land subsidence has 
slowed or reversed in some areas of the San Joaquin Valley. During drought conditions, 
however, increased reliance on groundwater may result in increased subsidence rates. 

Construction and operation of the Fresno to Bakersfield Section of the HST would not 
change subsidence rates compared to existing conditions. The project does not include 
features (e.g., major new sources of groundwater extraction) that would contribute to 
subsidence. In fact, the project would cause land (under the preferred alternative) to be 
removed from agricultural production. Some of these lands are irrigated with 
groundwater, and therefore localized groundwater withdrawals would likely be reduced. 


1032-148 

The project will be designed so that geotechnical constraints (e.g., subsidence from 
groundwater withdrawal, soil settlement from new earth loads, etc.) do not result in 
premature degradation of the alignment such that speeds are reduced 
or operation and maintenance costs are unacceptably high. Prerequisite geotechnical 
and geologic evaluations, design features, and management measures to reduce or 
eliminate risk from poor or unexpected geologic conditions or from long-term effects of 
the project on geology are described in the EIR/EIS. 

Information related to subsidence used in this response was obtained from the following 
sources: 

Faunt, C.C., ed., 2009, Groundwater Availability of the Central Valley Aquifer, California: 
U.S. Geological Survey Professional Paper 1766, 225 p. 

Galloway, D.L., D.R. Jones, and S.E. Ingebritsen, 2000, Land Subsidence in the United 
States, USGS Fact sheet-165-00. December. 

1032-149 

The figures cited in the Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS for the amount of aggregate 
and dirt required to construct the Fresno to Bakersfield Section of the HST include all 
facilities required for the project. 

1032-150 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-01. 

Impacts associated with unstable soils would be the same for all alternative alignments, 
station alternatives, and potential HMF sites. The project would minimize impacts from 
potentially unstable soils through foundation design for site-specific conditions, such as 
the use of deep foundations (piles) based on site-specific geotechnical investigations 
(for examples, see Section 1802 of the IBC). 

Site-specific geotechnical studies would be conducted once an alternative is chosen. 
These studies are not needed to assess the potential impacts of construction on 
unstable soils. Dealing with unstable soils from an engineering standpoint is fairly 
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1032-150 

routine, and a number of standard engineering design techniques are available to 
reduce or eliminate the impact, as described above. The specific design features used 
would depend on the site-specific situation and be determined by final design. In no 
case would a structure be built on unstable soils without specifications for reducing the 
impact on the structure to less than significant. 

1032-151 

As described in Section 3.9, soils along the alignments are generally competent 
(medium-dense, stiff, or better), although localized deposits of soft or loose soils could 
occur at various locations, particularly at water crossings where soft or loose soils 
appear to be more prevalent. Geotechnical explorations to be undertaken prior to final 
design and prior to construction would identify the locations with the potential for 
settlement. In such locations, where subsurface conditions may not be capable of 
supporting the additional loading induced by additional fill, standard engineering design 
features that address soft deposits of silty or clay soils would be incorporated, such as 
preloading to accelerate settlement or adding wick drains if applicable. Site-specific 
studies were not required to disclose the potential impacts, nor were they needed to 
discuss engineering design features that would reduce the impacts of construction on 
settlement-prone soils. 

1032-152 

The HST project design addresses slope stability by incorporating standard IBC and 
other engineering standards and criteria. Detailed slope stability evaluations would be 
conducted and impact avoidance measures, such as structural solutions (e.g., tie backs, 
soil nails or retaining walls), or geotechnical solutions (e.g., ground improvement or 
regrading of slopes), would be implemented, as appropriate, to reduce the potential for 
future slumps and slope failures. In the case of elevated structures, the location of the 
foundation would be sited during final design to avoid the area of slope failure. 

1032-153 

Section 3.9.5.3 has been modified to include information on the operating status of 
Success Dam. It should be noted that this entire section of the Revised 
DEIR/Supplemental DEIS discusses the potential secondary seismic hazards and 


1032-153 

discloses potential risks of flooding from failures of local dams, including Success Dam. 

1032-154 

Fill material for overpass structures would be excavated from permitted local borrow 
sites and transported by truck from 10 to 40 miles to the preferred alignment. 

The California Geological Survey (CGS) estimates that only about 6% of the total 
aggregate resources available have been developed in the areas they studied. The 
areas studied by the CGS include 31 regions of the state that range from Shasta County 
in the north to San Diego County in the south, indicating that statewide only 6% of 
potentially available aggregate resources have been developed. 

Aggregate and fill resources for the proposed Fresno to Bakersfield Section FIST could 
be obtained from five of the areas studied by the CGS. These include the Fresno 
(greater Fresno-Clovis metropolitan area), north Tulare County (Visalia/Tulare Area), 
south Tulare County (Portersville area), Bakersfield (Oildale to Tehachapi), and 
Palmdale. Within these five areas, as of 2006, there were 379 million tons of permitted 
aggregate resources, not including the south Tulare County area, which was not 
reported because the information is proprietary. Of this permitted material, the proposed 
HST segment would require about 2.3 million tons, representing 0.6% (2.3 million 
tons/379 million tons permitted) of the currently permitted aggregate resources in these 
five areas. These aggregate resources are typically mined from alluvial sources, which 
contain large amounts of soils material in addition to the aggregate material. The project 
would not rely on any one area for all its material. The text in the Final EIR/EIS, Section 
3.9.1, has been updated to reflect this information. 

1032-155 

The Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS evaluates whether the project is located on a 
geologic unit or on soil that is unstable, or that would become unstable, as a result of the 
project. One of the considerations is subsidence from groundwater or petroleum 
withdrawal. The Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS (see Section 3.9.4.4, Geologic 
Hazards) states that substantial subsidence has occurred in the San Joaquin Valley, 
primarily due to groundwater extraction; however, the areas with the greatest land 
subsidence are in the western portion of the San Joaquin Valley, where subsidence of 
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1032-155 

more than 28 feet was recorded between 1926 and 1970. In the area of the HST 
alternatives, including the north-south alignments, wyes, stations, and HMF, subsidence 
has been far less dramatic than on the western side of the valley, with subsidence 
measured at less than 1 foot between 1926 and 1970 (Faunt 2009; Galloway and Riley 
1999). Over the last several decades, the use of pipelines and aqueducts for surface 
water deliveries from other parts of California has reduced dependence on groundwater 
for agricultural use, and land subsidence has slowed or reversed in some areas of the 
San Joaquin Valley. During drought conditions, however, increased reliance on 
groundwater may result in increased subsidence rates. 

Construction and operation of the Fresno to Bakersfield Section would not change 
subsidence rates compared with existing conditions. The project does not include 
features (e.g., major new sources of groundwater extraction) that would contribute to 
subsidence. As described in Section 3.8, the project would cause land to be removed 
from agricultural production. Some of these lands are irrigated with groundwater, and 
therefore localized groundwater withdrawals would likely be reduced. 

The project will be designed so that geotechnical constraints (e.g., subsidence from 
groundwater withdrawal, soil settlement from new earth loads) do not result in premature 
degradation of the alignment so that speeds are reduced, or operation and maintenance 
(O&M) costs are unacceptably high. Prerequisite geotechnical and geologic evaluations, 
design features, and management measures to reduce or eliminate risk from poor or 
unexpected geologic conditions or from long-term effects of the project on geology are 
described in the EIR/EIS. 

1032-156 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-16, FB-Response-GENERAL-21. 

The number of residential units displaced is an estimate based on parcel-by-parcel 
examination of the project alternative alignments as presented in EIR/EIS Volume III. 

See Appendix A of the Community Impact Assessment Technical Report (Authority and 
FRA 2012h) for a description of the methodology used in the property analysis. 


1032-157 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-SO-05. 

The sentence cited in the comment was not meant to be applied to the issue of tax 
revenues in particular, but to the community assessment and environmental justice 
impacts overall. 

Section 5.4.4.2 of the Community Impact Assessment (CIA) Technical Report (Authority 
and FRA 2012) examines the reduction in property tax revenues that would result from 
acquisition of land for project construction. As discussed in Section 3.12 Impact SO#12, 
the economic impact from the reduction in property tax revenues is insignificant and 
would not be perceptible to community residents, and no mitigation is required. 

The short-term reductions in sales tax revenues are discussed in EIR/EIS Section 3.12 
Impact SO #12, because the need to acquire land will necessitate the relocation of 
businesses along the project alignment. With the relocation assistance provided under 
the Uniform Act, including assistance in finding replacement properties, moving 
expenses, and obtaining permits, temporary reductions in sales tax revenue from 
business displacement would be minimal. A detailed discussion of potential sales tax 
revenue losses is presented in Section 5.4.4.4 of the CIA. Losses would be an 
insignificant amount of the annual revenue from sales tax collected by the cities and 
counties. Therefore, the economic impact is measurable, but would not be perceptible to 
community residents and no mitigation is required. 

Because the construction of a Kings/Tulare Station will be dependent on ridership 
demands, if one is not constructed, no additional tax benefits will occur. However, Kings 
County will benefit from construction-and operation-related sales tax gains, see Section 
5.4.6 of the Community Impact Assessment Technical Report. 

1032-158 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-04. 

See the Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS, Volume I, Section 3.14, Impact AG #4. for 
information on the permanent conversion of agricultural land, and see Mitigation 
Measure AG-1 for measures to preserve the total amount of prime farmland. 
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1032-159 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-SO-OI. 

As detailed in EIR/EIS Section 3.12 Impact SO#6, in the Ponderosa Road community, 
potentially up to half of the existing ranch-style homes could be displaced by the BNSF 
Alternative. In this location, residents enjoy a unique blend of amenities and very few 
comparable, vacant, developed rural residential homes may be available as 
replacement properties. If so, it may be necessary to consider constructing housing of 
last resort, including rehabilitation of existing housing or relocation of disrupted 
residential area to newly constructed housing elsewhere in the vicinity. Even if 
replacement housing were to be constructed to meet these needs, these replacements 
would not represent a substantial number of new homes, and therefore the impact would 
be less than significant under CEQA. 

1032-160 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-TR-02. 

For information on impacts on schools and bus transportation see EIR/EIS Volume II 
Technical Appendix 3.12-B. Lakeside Elementary School is not within the 0.5-mile study 
area of the alternatives, it is 1.2 miles from the BNSF Alternative and 2 miles from the 
Hanford West Bypass alternatives. Road closures and residential displacements for the 
Lakeside Union Elementary School District, which includes Lakeside Elementary 
School, were analyzed in this appendix. 

The Kings/Tulare fire training center and emergency helicopter service along Houston 
Avenue is identified. Information about the South Hanford Fire Station can be found in 
EIR/EIS Volume I Section 3.12.6.4 Affected Environment. Impact SO #1 describes the 
potential for construction to affect important community facilities and explains that 
emergency vehicle access for police and fire protection services would be maintained at 
all times. 

1032-161 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-02, FB-Response-SO-07. 


1032-161 

The environmental justice analysis adheres to the definition given by Executive Order 
12898 and U.S. Department of Transportation Order 5610.2, which defines an 
environmental justice effect as a "disproportionately high and adverse effect on minority 
and low-income populations." This is an adverse effect that is predominately borne by a 
minority population and/or a low-income population, or that would be appreciably more 
severe or greater in magnitude for the minority and/or a low-income population than the 
adverse effect that would be suffered by the nonminority and/or non-low-income 
population along the project. 

Section 4.3 in the Community Impact Assessment Technical Report (Authority and FRA 
2012h) identifies the environmental justice populations along the project. The 
methodologies for identifying these populations are detailed in Appendix A of the 
Community Impact Assessment Technical Report. Section 5.3 in the Community Impact 
Assessment Technical Report provides detailed information on the potential for 
substantial environmental justice effects across resources along the project. EIR/EIS 
Volume 1 Section 3.12 Impacts SO#17 and SO#18 summarize these findings. 

1032-162 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-AQ-01, FB-Response-AG-05, FB- 
Response-TR-02, FB-Response-AQ-05. 

A detailed Construction Transportation Plan (CTP), (see Section 3.2.6) and the 
Construction Management Plan (see Section 3.12.10, Design Features), will be 
prepared as the project progresses into the final design phase and more details are 
developed regarding construction plans. CTPs are standard means of minimizing traffic 
conflicts during construction, and depending on the type and extent of construction, 
typically include detours and lane control features such as signage, lighting, and flag 
persons. 

Section 3.2.6, Project Design Features, in the Final EIR/EIS describes the types of 
activities addressed by the CTP. On average, roadway overpasses would be provided 
approximately every 2 miles along the track. It is estimated that the proposed project 
would result in no more than 1 mile of out-of-direction travel for vehicles to cross the 
HST tracks. The air quality analysis has identified emission impacts from the project 
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1032-162 

during the construction phase. The regional significant construction emission impacts 
will be completely offset to below a level of significance through the Voluntary Emission 
Reduction Agreement (VERA) between the Authority and the San Joaquin Valley Air 
Pollution Control District. 

1032-163 

See the EIR/EIS, Volume I, Section 3.12, Impact SO #5, Temporary Construction 
Employment, for information on the number of construction jobs created as a result of 
the project and on the ability of the existing regional labor force to fill the demand for the 
direct construction jobs as well as the resulting indirect and induced jobs. Volume I, 
Section 3.18, presents the amount of construction- and operation-related employment 
created by the project. Over the entire construction period, project expenditures would 
result in an additional 2.4% of the total projected 2016 construction jobs in the region 
(see Table 3.18-3). This small percentage increase would not be substantial enough to 
greatly attract workers to the region because the existing underemployed construction 
work force would be expected to fill these jobs. 

The San Joaquin Valley has greater unemployment and a lower per capita income than 
the state as a whole. The Authority has adopted a Community Benefits Policy, which 
requires that design-build construction contracts will be required to adhere to the 
National Targeted Hiring Initiative, which states a minimum of 30% of all project work 
hours will be performed by national targeted workers and a minimum of 10% of national 
targeted workers hours will be performed by disadvantaged workers. This, along with 
other hiring policies, will make sure that employment and business opportunities created 
by the project are accessible to the local community. For more information on hiring 
policies, see the Authority’s website. 

1032-164 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-SO-01, FB-Response-SO-02, FB- 
Response-SO-05. 

For more information on the property acquisition and compensation process, see the 
Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS, Volume II, Appendix 3.12-A. For information on 
potential HST project impacts on property values, see Section 5.4.4.3 in the Community 


1032-164 

Impact Assessment Technical Report. 

1032-165 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-SO-05, FB-Response-GENERAL-03. 

For information on the HST operation-related property and sales tax revenue effects, 
see the EIR/EIS, Volume I, Section 3.12, Impact SO #3, Impact SO #4, and Impact SO 
# 12 . 

1032-166 

For information on new job creation and the resulting impacts on the regional economy, 
see Volume I, Section 3.12, Impacts SO #5 and SO #13. Also see Section 5.1.2 of the 
Community Impact Assessment Technical Report for more detailed information on short¬ 
term and long-term job creation. 

Jobs created by construction and operation of the project would likely be filled by 
workers in the region. To help offset any disproportionate effects, the Authority has 
approved a Community Benefits Policy that supports employment of individuals who 
reside in disadvantaged areas and those designated as disadvantaged workers, 
including veterans returning from military service. This policy helps to remove potential 
barriers to small businesses, disadvantaged business enterprises, disabled veteran 
business enterprises, women-owned businesses, and microbusinesses that want to 
participate in building the high-speed rail system. 

Under the Authority’s Community Benefits Policy, design-build construction contracts will 
be required to adhere to the National Targeted Hiring Initiative, which states a minimum 
of 30% of all project work hours will be performed by national targeted workers and a 
minimum of 10% of national targeted workers hours will be performed by disadvantaged 
workers. According to the National Targeted Hiring Initiative, disadvantaged workers 
either live in an economically disadvantaged area or face any of the following barriers to 
employment: being homeless, being a custodial single parent, receiving public 
assistance, lacking a GED or high school diploma, having a criminal record or other 
involvement with the criminal justice system, being chronically unemployed, being 
emancipated from the foster care system, being a veteran, or being an apprentice with 
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1032-166 

less than 15% of the required graduating apprenticeship hours in a program. The 
Community Benefits Policy will supplement the Authority’s Small Business Program 
which has an aggressive 30% goal for small business participation, and includes goals 
of 10% for disadvantaged business enterprises and 3% for disabled veteran business 
enterprises. 

1032-167 

See Section 4.4 of the Community Impact Assessment Technical Report for information 
on the employment conditions of the local economies. Following the collapse of the real 
estate market, the San Joaquin Valley lost about 32,300 construction jobs between 2006 
and 2009. Section 5.1.2 shows that during peak construction, project spending would 
result in about 3,300 jobs per year. While these jobs would benefit the local labor force, 
in the context of total regional employment around 1 million, the percentage of jobs 
created by the project is not significant enough to cause a labor market crash after 
project completion. 

In addition to the temporary construction jobs generated by the project, permanent jobs 
will be created to operate and maintain the HST System. See Section 3.12 Impact SO 
#13 for more information on long-term job creation. 

1032-168 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-TR-02. 

Impact SO #7 (Section 3.12, Volume I of the EIR/EIS) acknowledges that in areas where 
the project alignment departs from the existing BNSF corridor and introduces a new 
linear feature, there would be impacts on agricultural communities. However, on 
average, roadway overpasses would be provided approximately every 2 miles along the 
track. It is estimated that the proposed project would result in no more than 1 mile of out- 
of-direction travel for vehicles to cross the HST tracks. The width of the roadway 
overpasses would accommodate both farm equipment and school buses traveling in 
opposite lanes. Due to the frequency of roadway overpasses, additional distances 
traveled by vehicles to cross the HST tracks are expected to be negligible. 


1032-169 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-AG-02, FB-Response-AG-03, FB- 
Response-TR-02. 

As discussed in Chapter 1 of the Final EIR/EIS, California’s population is growing 
rapidly, and unless new transportation solutions are identified, traffic will only become 
more congested and airport delays will continue to increase. The proposed 220-mph 
HST system would provide lower passenger costs than would air travel for the same 
city-to-city markets, and would provide service competitive with automobile travel. The 
HST would increase mobility while reducing air pollution, decreasing dependence on 
fossil fuels, protecting the environment by reducing GHG emissions, and promoting 
sustainable development in the areas near the stations, in comparison to existing trends. 

The Authority is committed to working with agricultural property owners to resolve or 
mitigate, if possible, partial acquisitions that result in the division of farmlands resulting 
in large farmable lots on either side of the HST alignment. Efforts to minimize these 
impacts include frequent public road crossings in the project design. For example, most 
of the new public road overcrossings would be located at intervals of 2 miles or less, 
with many crossings located at intervals of 1 mile or less. Areas with longer intervals 
between road crossings would generally occur in areas with no current crossings (i.e., 
no change from existing conditions). Additional access across the HST right-of-way may 
be preserved by creation of private overcrossings or undercrossings at reasonable 
intervals (see Mitigation Measure SO-4). This may include the construction of grade- 
separated equipment crossings to allow farm equipment continued access to bisected 
land holdings. However, if the cost of such a crossing would exceed the value of the 
affected remainder lands, rather than provide a crossing, the Authority would offer to 
acquire the affected lands or otherwise compensate the farm owner for the loss in value. 

1032-170 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-S&S-OI, FB-Response-S&S-03, FB- 
Response-S&S-04, FB-Response-S&S-05. 

1032-171 

Alignment plans and maps of parcels directly affected by the project, where the whole 
parcel or a portion thereof would be acquired by the project, are provided in Volume III 
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1032-171 

of the Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS. The number of residential units displaced is 
an estimate based on parcel-by-parcel examination of the project alternative alignments 
presented in Volume III. See Appendix A of the Community Impact Assessment 
Technical Report for a description of the methodology used in the property analysis. All 
final determinations on property acquisition would occur during the acquisition process. 
See Volume II, Appendix 3.12-A, for details. 

1032-172 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-SO-OI. 

Please see Section 5.2.2 of the Draft Relocation Impacts Report for more information on 
residential displacements and for an analysis of available vacant residential units in all 
communities impacted by the HST alternatives, including Hanford and the 
unincorporated areas of Kings County. 

The displacement of residential, business, and community facilities will be mitigated for 
because the Authority will comply with applicable federal and state laws and regulations, 
including the Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act 
of 1970, as amended. The act and its amendments provide guidance on how federal 
agencies, or agencies receiving federal financial assistance for a project, will 
compensate for impacts on property owners or tenants who need to relocate if they are 
displaced. The Authority will compensate all property owners or tenants in accordance 
with this act, which applies to all real property. All benefits and services will be provided 
equitably without regard to race, color, religion, age, national origins, and disability, as 
specified under Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964. The Relocation Assistance 
Program was developed to help displaced individuals move with as little inconvenience 
as possible and has commonly been used for large infrastructure projects, such as the 
HST project, that displace a large number of residences and businesses, and is 
considered successful standard practice for mitigating the impacts on individual property 
owners. 

1032-173 

The EIR/EIS states that impacts on the Ponderosa Road community would be of 
substantial intensity under NEPA and be a significant impact under CEQA. For 


1032-173 

information on how potential impacts on the Ponderosa community will be mitigated, see 
Volume I, Section 3.12.11, Mitigation Measure SO-1 . 

1032-174 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-SO-01. 

As detailed in Chapter 3.12 Impact SO#6, in the Ponderosa Road community, potentially 
up to half of the existing ranch-style homes could be displaced by the BNSF Alternative. 
In this location, residents enjoy a unique blend of amenities and very few comparable, 
vacant, developed rural residential homes may be available as replacement properties. 

It may be necessary to consider constructing housing of last report, including 
rehabilitation of existing housing or relocation of disrupted residential area to newly 
constructed housing elsewhere in the vicinity zoned for low density residential use in the 
General Plan. For more information on the property acquisition and compensation 
process, see the EIR/EIS, Volume II, Appendix 3.12-A. 

Given these impacts, the project would affect community character, social interactions, 
and community cohesion by displacing potentially half of the households, and by 
exposing the remaining rural residential homes to increased noise, visual, and traffic 
impacts. This would be of substantial intensity under NEPA and a significant impact 
under CEQA. Mitigation Measure SO-1: Implement measures to reduce impacts 
associated with the division of residential neighborhoods, was developed to reduce the 
impacts associated with the division of existing communities, including Ponderosa, by 
conducting special outreach to affected homeowners and residents to fully understand 
their special relocation needs. Even with this mitigation, the impact related to the division 
of existing communities would remain significant. 

1032-175 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-TR-02, FB-Response-AG-02. 

For information on the potential for disruption and division, see the EIR/EIS, Volume I, 
Section 3.12, Impact SO #6. 
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1032-176 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-SO-OI. 

See Appendix A of the Community Impact Assessment Technical Report for a 
description of the methodology used in the property analysis. All final determinations on 
property acquisition would occur during the acquisition process. See the Volume II, 
Appendix 3.12-A, for details. 

Information about the South Hanford Fire Station can be found in Volume I, Section 
3.12.6.4, Affected Environment. Impact SO #1 describes the potential for construction to 
affect important community facilities and explains that emergency vehicle access for 
police and fire protection services would be maintained at all times. 

For information about the impacts on Baker Commodities, see Volume I, Section 3.12, 
Impact SO #11. Information on mitigation measures for this important facility can be 
found in Mitigation Measure SO-3. Baker Commodities is also mentioned in Section 
5.2.4 of the Community Impact Assessment Technical Report under agricultural 
displacements and in Section 6.4.3 of the Draft Relocation Impacts Report under special 
relocation considerations. 

1032-177 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-AG-02, FB-Response-AG-03, FB- 
Response-SO-OI. 

For more information on the property acquisition and compensation process, see the 
Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS, Volume II, Appendix 3.12-A. 

1032-178 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-SO-01, FB-Response-AG-04. 

Compensation for loss of infrastructure (irrigation facilities, wells, etc.) would be paid, 
and the farm owner would have time to restore infrastructure before construction begins 
and before the start of the growing season. However, in those cases where construction 
would need to occur before infrastructure can be restored or before the growing season, 
the farm owner would be compensated for the loss of agricultural production resulting 


1032-178 

from the disruption. 

1032-179 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-TR-02, FB-Response-AG-02. 

The study area for each station was established by considering the potential for impacts 
on roadway segments and at intersections from new, station-related traffic (i.e., traffic 
generated by that station). The traffic analysis considered traffic increases on nearby 
streets that would be expected to result from the projected ridership at each station (see 
the Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS, Volume I, Section 3.2.4). This analysis included 
considerations of parking demand at the stations and their impact on existing parking 
facilities (see Section 3.2.5 ). 

1032-180 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-LU-03. 

The Kings/Tulare Regional station (either West or East alternatives) is not consistent 
with the general plans of either Kings County or the city of Hanford, nor is it discussed in 
the San Joaquin Valley Blueprint. The West alternative site is in line with urbanization 
trends in the Hanford area; the East alternative, on the other hand, is surrounded by 
agricultural land. Development of this station would reinforce the importance of Hanford 
as a transportation hub, but would not result in higher-density development in the city’s 
downtown. As discussed in Section 3.13, Station Planning, Land Use, and 
Development, of the EIR/EIS, the Kings/Tulare Regional Station sites would change the 
pattern and intensity of the use of the land and would be incompatible with adjacent land 
uses. The presence of a station at either site would be likely to result in some unplanned 
changes in the use of existing adjacent land. 

1032-181 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-04, FB-Response-AG-03, FB- 
Response-SO-02. 

A comprehensive literature review in section 5.4.4.3 of the Community Impact 
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1032-181 

Assessment Technical Report presents research studies conducted on the effect of 
constructing new commuter rail lines on residential and commercial real estate values. 
The research was conducted on the property value impacts of different types of rail 
transit and the majority of the studies found that rail transit access had a positive 
influence on residential property values, due to a presumed relationship between 
property values and improved accessibility (both of residents to regional jobs and of 
employers to a larger labor pool). In a study of the property value impacts associated 
with a variety of disamenities, such as environmental contamination or proximity to linear 
features like roadways and railroads, Simons (2006) reviewed several rigorous studies 
(conducted in Ohio, Georgia, and Norway) of the relationship between residential 
property values and proximity to rail lines, and concluded that there were negative 
property value impacts in the single digits (e.g. 2 or 3%) for residential properties within 
750 feet of an active railroad track. Although considerable research has been conducted 
on the property value impacts of rail transit, especially on residential property values 
near transit stations, no studies were found that examine the specific question of high¬ 
speed rail impacts on real estate property values. Therefore, it is not clear how these 
findings would apply to high-speed rail projects and it is unclear whether the property 
value impacts would be similar. As a result, a calculation of loss of value of property 
adjacent to the project would be speculative. 

The Fresno to Bakersfield HST will result in benefits to cities and communities in the 
region through job creation and sales tax gains. 

See Volume I Section 3.12 Impact SO #5- Temporary Construction Employment, for 
information on the number of construction jobs created as a result of the project as well 
as the ability of the existing regional labor force to fill the demand for the direct 
construction jobs as well as the resulting indirect and induced jobs. Impact SO#13- 
Employment Growth, details the long term jobs created to operate and maintain the 
project in the region, as well as the jobs created as a result of the improved connectivity 
of the region to the rest of the state. The total number of new jobs created is estimated 
to be a 3.2% increase in total employment above the 2035 estimate of 1.4 million total 
jobs in the region under the No Project Alternative (Cambridge Systematics 2010). 

Construction- and operation-related sales tax gains are examined in section 5.4.6 of the 


1032-181 

CIA. The impacted cities and counties will have considerable additional revenues 
attributed to the construction and operation of the HST. 

1032-182 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-03, FB-Response-LU-03. 

Future development intensification near the Fresno and Bakersfield stations would 
support local land use plan changes near the stations encouraged by the San Joaquin 
Valley Blueprint and anticipated in the City of Fresno and City of Bakersfield General 
Plans. It would reduce the demand for new development areas to the extent that some 
of the region’s anticipated future growth would be captured by the mixed-use, transit- 
oriented development envisioned for the areas around the stations. The Kings/Tulare 
Regional Station West-Alternative site is in line with urbanization trends in the Hanford 
area; the East alternative, on the other hand, is surrounded by agricultural land. 
Development of this station would reinforce the importance of Hanford as a 
transportation hub, but would not result in higher-density development in the city’s 
downtown. 

1032-183 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-SO-05. 

As described in Section 3.12, overall, property and sales tax revenues are expected to 
increase as a result of the project. Short-term reductions in property tax revenues 
caused by private property being acquired for a public transportation purpose, and 
related sales tax revenue reductions associated with relocating businesses, will cause a 
tax revenue reduction. These revenue losses, however, are expected to be more than 
offset by both short-term increases in sales tax revenues from construction spending 
and long-term increases in the regional property and sales tax bases resulting from 
increased property values and new economic development through improved 
connectivity of the region to the rest of the state. 

The analysis in Section 3.12 describes how a short-term reduction in property tax 
revenues may occur due to property acquisition by removing parcels from county tax 
rolls. This estimated amount is 0.2% in Kings County. The intensity is negligible for all 
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1032-183 

alternatives because the economic impact is measurable, but would not be perceptible 
to community residents. 

The short-term reductions in sales tax revenues are discussed in Section 3.12 Impact 
SO #12, because the need to acquire land will necessitate the relocation of businesses 
along the project alignment. With the relocation assistance provided under the Uniform 
Act, including assistance in finding replacement properties, moving expenses, and 
obtaining permits, temporary reductions in sales tax revenue from business 
displacement would be minimal. A detailed discussion of potential sales tax revenue 
losses is presented in section 5.4.4.4 of the CIA. Losses would be an insignificant 
amount of the annual revenue from sales tax collected by the cities and counties. 
Therefore, the economic impact is measurable, but would not be perceptible to 
community residents and no mitigation is required. 

Additionally, the expected annual gain in sales tax revenue from project spending is 
greater than the expected loss from business relocation. Construction- and operation- 
related sales tax gains are examined in section 5.4.6 of the CIA. The impacted cities and 
counties will have considerable additional revenues attributed to the construction and 
operation of the HST. 

1032-184 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-SO-OI. 

For a detailed analysis of the effects of the HST project on agricultural production, see 
Appendix C of the Community Impact Assessment Technical Report. The analysis in 
this appendix provides these results by county and by project alternative in terms of the 
number of acres of agricultural production loss, the resulting annual revenue loss in both 
dollar and percentage terms for each type of agricultural product, and the employment 
loss. For more information on the property acquisition and compensation process, see 
the Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS, Volume II, Appendix 3.12-A. 

1032-185 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-AG-06, FB-Response-SO-01. 


1032-185 

See the EIR/EIS, Volume I, Section 3.12, Impact SO #15, and Volume II, Appendix 3.14- 
B, for impacts on confined-animal agriculture. The Authority has committed to maintain a 
permit bureau to help businesses (including confined-animal operations) overcome the 
regulatory disruptions caused by the project. 

1032-186 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-04. 

Please see Appendix C of the Community Impact Assessment Technical Report for all 
of the methodological detail, discussion of assumptions, and exact estimates of 
reduction in agricultural production. The analysis conducted has been thorough and 
takes into account the unique circumstances of agricultural production in the four-county 
region. 

In brief, this analysis examined potential losses in revenue resulting from: (1) the loss of 
agricultural production on agricultural land acquired in the project right-of-way and (2) 
potential yield losses occurring up to 500 feet away from the project as a result of factors 
such as the reduction in crop growth from dust, wind effects resulting in reduced 
pollination benefits, and difficulties and limitations imposed in applying pesticides near 
the project, etc. 

These are the direct effects of the project on agriculture. To determine the resulting 
indirect and induced effects to economic activity in other related sectors, such as 
agricultural processing and transportation, Bureau of Economic Analysis (BEA) RIMS II 
multiplier for agricultural production in the region is used. The BEA estimate is a 
multiplier of 1.96, or for every dollar of agricultural production lost in the region, an 
additional 96 cents of output is lost across related sectors. Therefore, it is reasonable to 
almost double the estimate of loss to agricultural production to get an overall estimate. 

1032-187 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-02. 

The property lines of agricultural parcels tend to reflect the township/range surveys of 
the 19th century and are typically oriented along north-south and east-west axes. The 
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1032-187 

Central Valley is aligned along an axis that trends from northwest to southeast. The 
Valley’s urban corridor and the transportation infrastructure connecting its cities are 
similarly aligned along this northwest to southeast axis, diagonal to most property lines 
in agricultural areas. As a result, there is no practicable alignment that would meet the 
objectives of the project and the demands of an HST alignment, while also running 
along north-south property lines. 

1032-188 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-N&V-OI, FB-Response-AG-06. 

Contrary to the claim, there is no substantial evidence to support the assertion that dairy 
cows produce less milk when exposed to levels of noise expected from the proposed 
project. Based on existing research, the FRA has established a threshold for FIST noise 
effects on livestock of 100 dBA SEL (FRA 2005). As discussed in the Revised 
DEIR/Supplemental DEIS, Section 3.4, Noise and Vibration, the term SEL, or the sound 
exposure level, represents the noise generated during a single event, such as the train 
passing a given point. At a distance of 100 feet, the SEL for project operations at all 
dairies along the alignment in Kings County would be less than 100 dBA SEL. Facilities 
on operations not located at least 100 feet from the project would experience moderate 
noise and vibration effects. (See Appendix B of Section 3.14, Agricultural Lands, for 
details on these effects to animal operations.) Because no significant impact on milk 
production would occur, no adverse economic conditions would result, and no mitigation 
is needed. 

1032-189 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-04. 

See the Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS, Volume I, Section 3.14, Impact AG #4, for 
information on the permanent conversion of agricultural land, and see Mitigation 
Measure AG-1 in Volume I, Section 3.14, for measures to preserve the total amount of 
prime farmland. 

The commenter has not submitted any evidence to support the statement that suitable 
replacement land cannot be found. There is no reason therefore to assume that all 


1032-189 

revenue losses would be permanent. 

1032-190 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-SO-02. 

The EIR/EIS states that impacts on the Ponderosa Road community would be of 
substantial intensity under NEPA and a significant impact under CEQA. For information 
on how potential impacts on the Ponderosa community will be mitigated, see Section 
3.12.11, Mitigation Measure SO-1. 

1032-191 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-01. 

1032-192 

As described in Section 3.12.10, Project Design Features, of the Final EIR/EIS, the 
Authority must comply with the Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property 
Acquisition Policies Act (Uniform Act). The Authority has developed more detailed 
information about how it plans to comply with the Uniform Act and the California 
Relocation Assistance Act. The Authority has developed three detailed relocation 
assistance documents modeled after the California Department of Transportation's 
(Caltrans') versions. The documents are included in Appendix 3.12-A, Relocation 
Assistance Documents. Before any acquisitions occur, the Authority will develop a 
relocation mitigation plan, in consultation with affected cities and counties. Included in 
this plan will be an ombudsman to act as a single point of contact for property owners, 
residents, and tenants with questions about the relocation process. The ombudsman will 
be charged with representing the interests of the public and will be a mechanism for 
keeping the Authority accountable. 

1032-193 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-SO-01. 

As detailed in Chapter 3.12 Impact SO#6, in the Ponderosa Road community, potentially 
up to half of the existing ranch-style homes could be displaced by the BNSF Alternative. 
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1032-193 

In this location, residents enjoy a unique blend of amenities and very few comparable, 
vacant, developed rural residential homes may be available as replacement properties. 

If so, it may be necessary to consider constructing housing of last resort, including 
rehabilitation of existing housing or relocation of disrupted residential area to newly 
constructed housing elsewhere in the vicinity. Even if replacement housing were to be 
constructed to meet these needs, these replacements would not represent a substantial 
number of new homes, and therefore the impact would be less than significant under 
CEQA. 

The commenter's assertion that the Authority’s ability or intention to construct 
replacement housing has changed is incorrect. The Authority has always had the option 
to utilize a method called Last Resort Housing. Last Resort Housing allows the Authority 
to construct, rehabilitate or modify housing in order to meet the needs of the people 
displaced from a project. The Authority can also pay above the statutory limits of $5,250 
and $22,500 in order to make available housing affordable. For more information on the 
housing of last resort see Volume II Technical Appendix 3.12-A. This will be determined 
during the right-of-way property acquisition and compensation process. 

1032-194 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-01, FB-Response-GENERAL-16. 

1032-195 

For information about the impacts on Baker Commodities, see the EIR/EIS, Volume I, 
Section 3.12, Impact SO #11. Information on mitigation measures for this important 
facility can be found in Mitigation Measure SO-3. Baker Commodities is also mentioned 
in Section 5.2.4 of the Community Impact Assessment Technical Report under 
agricultural displacements, and in Section 6.4.3 of the Draft Relocation Impacts Report 
under special relocation considerations. 

1032-196 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-02. 

As discussed in FB Response-GENERAL-02: Alternatives, due to HST engineering and 


1032-196 

operational needs, the HST alignment in the Central Valley cannot feasibly be built 
solely within the existing transportation corridors. Existing corridors are not sufficiently 
straight nor are their curve radii long enough to support high-speed operation along their 
full lengths. Safety considerations also dictate the need to separate the HST from roads 
and conventional rail (see Section 2.4.2.A, Alignment Requirements). Impacts on land 
uses, including agricultural lands, from the alternatives are discussed in Section 
3.13.5.3, Land Use, and Section 3.14.5.3. 

1032-197 

All residential impacts are detailed in Section 3.12 Impact SO #6- Disruption to 
Community Cohesion or Division of Existing Communities from Project Operation. This 
discussion includes the potential divisions resulting from the removal of homes, 
businesses, and important community facilities as well as other environmental impacts 
such as increases in noise or traffic in the Ponderosa Road community. 

In the Ponderosa Road community, potentially up to half of the existing homes could be 
displaced by the project. Remaining homes would be close (less than 200 feet) to the 
new HST guideway, which would be elevated 40 feet above ground level. The 
Kings/Tulare Regional Station-East Alternative would be built on the elevated guideway 
in the immediate vicinity of this community, just north of the existing freight-rail tracks. 
Given these impacts, the project would affect community character, social interactions, 
and community cohesion by displacing potentially half of the households, and by 
exposing the remaining rural residential homes to increased noise, visual, and traffic 
impacts. This would be of substantial intensity under NEPA and a significant impact 
under CEQA. Mitigation Measure SO-1: Implement measures to reduce impacts 
associated with the division of residential neighborhoods, was developed to reduce the 
impacts associated with the division of existing communities, including Ponderosa by 
conducting special outreach to affected homeowners and residents to fully understand 
their special relocation needs. Even with this mitigation, the impact related to the division 
of existing communities would remain significant. 
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1032-198 

As discussed in Section 2.4.1.1, the San Joaquin Valley is projected to grow at a higher 
rate than any other region in California. The four counties of Fresno, Kings, Tulare, and 
Kern are projected to continue to grow at an average of 2.9% per year. General plan 
updates in each of the counties and incorporated cities in the region have occurred 
since 2002 in preparation for this projected growth. Fresno County would require nearly 
185,500 new units and almost 23,200 acres of land for housing, Kings County would 
require approximately 37,000 new units and 5,000 acres of land, Tulare County would 
require 113,100 dwelling units and 21,300 acres of land, and Kern County would require 
214,000 dwelling units and 36,600 acres of land. 

Collectively, this would result in 86,100 acres of land needed just to accommodate future 
housing. However, this does not take into account commercial, transportation, and 
supporting infrastructure such as parks, water treatment, and medical facilities. With 
necessary supporting infrastructure, including commercial, office, transportation, parks, 
and schools, a typical density for an area similar to the San Joaquin Valley would result 
in 8 to 10 people per acre of land development. Under this scenario, the total four county 
growth projections would result in approximately 173,000 acres of needed 
development. 

As discussed in Section 3.13.5.2, local jurisdictions are currently working to address 
what this growth means for their communities. One planning tool is the San Joaquin 
Valley Blueprint Process that engaged Fresno, Kings, Tulare, and Kern counties. The 
San Joaquin Valley Blueprint committee adopted smart-growth principles and worked 
with each county to identify its preferred growth scenario. Although infill development 
could occur without the HST to act as a catalyst, it is not likely much transit-oriented 
development would be attracted to the downtown areas of Fresno and Bakersfield with 
the No Project Alternative. As an example, newly planned residential development 
proposed in the four counties would primarily be located on currently undeveloped lands 
planned for that use. The current pattern of low-density development (four to eight 
dwelling units per acre) would likely persist until an incentive develops to do otherwise. 

The regional transportation plan/sustainable communities strategies (RTP/SCSs) 
adopted by the regional agencies pursuant to SB 375 are expected to direct future 
transportation funding in a manner that will discourage sprawl and encourage more 


1032-198 

compact growth as a means to reduce greenhouse gas emissions from autos and light 
trucks. The RTP/SCSs will be integrated with the Regional Housing Needs Allocations 
that affect city and county general plan housing elements, which would be an impetus to 
provide new housing opportunities in a manner that encourages more compact growth 
patterns. However, the extent to which SB 375 will result in compact growth depends 
upon the extent to which cities and counties decide to reflect the RTP/SCSs in their land 
use decisions. This factor cannot be known at this time. 

The general plans of Fresno and Bakersfield include goals and policies that support 
development of an HST system to achieve their economic development goals. Overall, 
the No Project Alternative would not be as strong a catalyst for the development 
envisioned in these general plans and other planning documents as would the HST 
alternatives. 

1032-199 

Because the Kings/Tulare Regional Station would be located outside of a city center, 
growth is not desirable. Therefore, the Authority would work with the City of Hanford and 
Kings County to discourage growth in the vicinity of the station by restricting onsite 
parking and encouraging transit to the station from downtown Hanford, Visalia, and 
Tulare, and purchasing agricultural conservation easements from willing sellers of 
adjacent agricultural lands. The presence of the station is likely to result in some 
unplanned changes in the use of existing adjacent land. Therefore, the land use effect of 
the Kings/Tulare Regional Station-East and Kings/Tulare Regional Station-West would 
have substantial intensity under NEPA, and the impact would be significant under 
CEQA. See Section 3.13.5.3 for discussion of the Kings/Tulare Regional Station and the 
potential for future increased density and transit-oriented development at the station. 

1032-200 

Construction impacts on agricultural land are discussed in Section 3.14.5.3, including 
temporary use of agricultural land outside the permanent right-of-way, disruption of 
some utilities and infrastructure, and the temporary disturbance of confined animal 
facilities. Economic impacts on the regional agricultural community are discussed in 
Section 3.12.8.2. 
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1032-201 

Given the size and complexity of the HST project, construction work would occur in 
phases over 7 years and vary depending on the project component being 
constructed. Impacts during construction are temporary, such as temporary construction 
staging, because they will cease when construction is completed. Construction impacts 
on agricultural land are discussed in Section 3.14.5.3, including temporary use of 
agricultural land outside the permanent right-of-way, disruption of some utilities and 
infrastructure, and the temporary disturbance of confined animal facilities. Economic 
impacts on the regional agricultural community are discussed in Section 3.12.8.2. 

1032-202 

Section 3.13.5.3 includes an analysis of the land use impacts of all the HST stations in 
the Fresno to Bakersfield segment, including the Kings/Tulare Regional Station—East 
Alternative and the Kings/Tulare Regional Station—West Alternative. The Authority 
chose to study a station in the Hanford area in keeping with the commitment made in the 
Statewide Program EIR/EIS to investigate alternatives that serve a potential station in 
the Visalia-Tulare-Hanford area as outlined in the Visalia-Tulare-Hanford Station 
Feasibility Study (Authority 2007). 

As discussed in the Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS, the Kings/Tulare Regional 
Station-East Alternative would convert about 22 acres of agricultural land in 
unincorporated Kings County into a transportation use. The Authority would work with 
the City of Hanford and Kings County to discourage growth in the vicinity of the station 
by restricting onsite parking and encouraging transit to the station from downtown 
Hanford, Visalia, and Tulare, and purchasing agricultural conservation easements from 
willing sellers of adjacent agricultural lands. However, it is likely that the location of the 
station at this site would attract at least transportation-oriented commercial 
development. While current zoning allows for industrial uses of some of the land 
adjoining the Kings/Tulare Regional Station-East Alternative, most of the area continues 
to be zoned for agriculture and is in agricultural use. In addition, current plans and 
policies of the City of Hanford call for development to the west of the city and not to the 
east. This is partially due to the lack of sewer conveyance facilities on the eastern edge 
of Hanford and the expense of extending this infrastructure out to the proposed station 
site. The Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS notes that the Kings/Tulare Regional 


1032-202 

Station-East Alternative would change the pattern and intensity of the use of the land, 
would be incompatible with adjacent land uses, and is likely to result in some unplanned 
changes in the use of existing adjacent land. 

As discussed in Section 3.18.5.3, developing the Kings/Tulare Regional Station—East 
Alternative could remove a barrier to growth through the extension of infrastructure to 
the station. This would allow for more development to occur around the station and 
along the path of the infrastructure expansion. Developing around the stations may be 
desirable to businesses and residences by creating a direct transportation link to areas 
with more business and employment opportunities. That is, people could travel from 
Hanford to meetings or jobs in Bakersfield or Fresno more easily and quickly. Even 
given the Urban Reserve and agricultural land use designations surrounding the 
Kings/Tulare Regional Station-East Alternative area, the potential for the Authority to 
purchase agricultural conservation easements around the station (easements must be 
purchased from willing sellers), and the Authority’s vision for the Kings/Tulare Regional 
Station-East Alternative to act as a transit hub, the potential for indirect effects on land 
use in the area surrounding the Kings/Tulare Regional Station-East Alternative is high. 
Due to this high potential, the Authority could work with local government, the California 
Department of Conservation, and non-governmental agencies to purchase agricultural 
conservation easements around the station to keep the land in agricultural production to 
discourage direct or indirect growth around this station. However, the EIR/EIS does 
acknowledge the potential for undesired growth to occur. 

Section 3.13.5.3 discusses that the Kings/Tulare Regional Station-West Alternative 
would convert about 44 acres of agricultural, residential, and industrial land uses to a 
transportation use. Like the Kings/Tulare Regional Station-East Alternative, the 
Authority would work with the City of Hanford and Kings County to discourage growth in 
the vicinity of the Kings/Tulare Regional Station-West Alternative. However, it is likely 
that at least transportation-oriented commercial development would take place in the 
vicinity of the station, which would be incompatible with current land uses. Although the 
City of Hanford is directing growth on its western edge, future commercial development 
is envisioned closer to SR 198 than the Kings/Tulare Regional Station-West Alternative. 
Plans and policies for land use in the vicinity of the station site continue to be largely 
focused on agricultural uses. The Kings/Tulare Regional Station-West would change 
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1032-202 

the pattern and intensity of the use of the land and would be incompatible with adjacent 
land uses. The presence of the station is likely to result in some unplanned changes in 
the use of existing adjacent land. 

As discussed in Section 3.18.5.3, the Kings/Tulare Regional Station-West Alternative 
consists of unincorporated land adjacent to the City of Hanford’s western Planning Area 
Boundary, and within the Armona Community Planning Area of Kings County. The 
station site would be located in an area categorized in the Kings County General Plan as 
Urban Fringe, in an area designated as a Primary sphere of influence. The “Urban 
Fringe” Land Use Category is intended to represent residential, commercial, and 
industrial land uses immediately adjacent to Hanford. The station site land use 
designation within Kings County is Limited Agriculture, as is all adjacent land to the 
west, north, and east. Developing a station could remove a barrier to growth through the 
extension of infrastructure to the stations. This would allow for more development to 
occur around the stations and along the path of the infrastructure expansion. Developing 
around the stations may be desirable to business and residences by creating a direct 
transportation link to areas with more business and employment opportunities. 

Therefore, the EIR/EIS acknowledges that the potential for indirect effects on land use in 
the area surrounding the Kings/Tulare Regional Station-West Alternative is high. 

1032-203 

Section 3.13.5.3 includes an analysis of the land use impacts of all the HST stations in 
the Fresno to Bakersfield segment, including the Kings/Tulare Regional Station—East 
Alternative and the Kings/Tulare Regional Station—West Alternative. The Authority 
chose to study a station in the Hanford area in keeping with the commitment made in the 
Statewide Program EIR/EIS to investigate alternatives that serve a potential station in 
the Visalia-Tulare-Hanford area as outlined in the Visalia-Tulare-Hanford Station 
Feasibility Study (Authority 2007). 

As discussed in the Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS, the Kings/Tulare Regional 
Station-East Alternative would convert about 22 acres of agricultural land in 
unincorporated Kings County into a transportation use. The Authority would work with 
the City of Hanford and Kings County to discourage growth in the vicinity of the station 
by restricting onsite parking and encouraging transit to the station from downtown 


1032-203 

Hanford, Visalia, and Tulare, and by purchasing agricultural conservation easements 
from willing sellers of adjacent agricultural lands. However, it is likely that the location of 
the station at this site would attract at least transportation-oriented commercial 
development. While current zoning allows for industrial uses of some of the land 
adjoining the Kings/Tulare Regional Station-East Alternative, most of the area continues 
to be zoned for agriculture and is in agricultural use. In addition, current plans and 
policies of the City of Hanford call for development to the west of the city and not to the 
east. This is partially due to the lack of sewer conveyance facilities on the eastern edge 
of Hanford and the expense of extending this infrastructure out to the proposed station 
site. The Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS notes that the Kings/Tulare Regional 
Station-East Alternative would change the pattern and intensity of the use of the land, 
would be incompatible with adjacent land uses, and is likely to result in some unplanned 
changes in the use of existing adjacent land. 

As discussed in Section 3.18.5.3, developing the Kings/Tulare Regional Station—East 
Alternative could remove a barrier to growth through the extension of infrastructure to 
the station. This would allow for more development to occur around the station and 
along the path of the infrastructure expansion. Developing around the stations may be 
desirable to businesses and residences by creating a direct transportation link to areas 
with more business and employment opportunities. That is, people could travel from 
Hanford to meetings or jobs in Bakersfield or Fresno more easily and quickly. Even 
given the Urban Reserve and agricultural land use designations surrounding the 
Kings/Tulare Regional Station-East Alternative area, the potential for the Authority to 
purchase agricultural conservation easements around the station (easements must be 
purchased from willing sellers), and the Authority’s vision for the Kings/Tulare Regional 
Station-East Alternative to act as a transit hub, the potential for indirect effects on land 
use in the area surrounding the Kings/Tulare Regional Station-East Alternative is high. 
Due to this high potential, the Authority could work with local government, the California 
Department of Conservation, and non-governmental agencies to purchase agricultural 
conservation easements around the station to keep the land in agricultural production to 
discourage direct or indirect growth around this station. However, the Revised 
DEIR/Supplemental DEIS does acknowledge the potential for undesired growth to 
occur. 
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1032-203 

Section 3.13.5.3 discusses that the Kings/Tulare Regional Station-West Alternative 
would convert about 44 acres of agricultural, residential, and industrial land uses to a 
transportation use. Like the Kings/Tulare Regional Station-East Alternative, the 
Authority would work with the City of Hanford and Kings County to discourage growth in 
the vicinity of the Kings/Tulare Regional Station-West. However, it is likely that at least 
transportation-oriented commercial development would take place in the vicinity of the 
station, which would be incompatible with current land uses. Although the City of 
Hanford is directing growth on its western edge, future commercial development is 
envisioned closer to SR 198 than the Kings/Tulare Regional Station-West Alternative. 
Plans and policies for land use in the vicinity of the station site continue to be largely 
focused on agricultural uses. The Kings/Tulare Regional Station-West Alternative would 
change the pattern and intensity of the use of the land and would be incompatible with 
adjacent land uses. The presence of the station is likely to result in some unplanned 
changes in the use of existing adjacent land. 

As discussed in Section 3.18.5.3, the Kings/Tulare Regional Station-West Alternative 
consists of unincorporated land adjacent to the City of Hanford’s western Planning Area 
Boundary, and within the Armona Community Planning Area of Kings County. The 
station site would be located in an area categorized in the Kings County General Plan as 
Urban Fringe, in an area designated as a Primary sphere of influence. The “Urban 
Fringe” Land Use Category is intended to represent residential, commercial, and 
industrial land uses immediately adjacent to Hanford. The station site land use 
designation within Kings County is Limited Agriculture, as is all adjacent land to the 
west, north, and east. Developing a station could remove a barrier to growth through the 
extension of infrastructure to the stations. This would allow for more development to 
occur around the stations and along the path of the infrastructure expansion. Developing 
around the stations may be desirable to businesses and residences by creating a direct 
transportation link to areas with more business and employment opportunities. 

Therefore, the Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS acknowledges that the potential for 
indirect effects on land use in the area surrounding the Kings/Tulare Regional 
Station-West Alternative is high. 

1032-204 

For the direct effects on land use, the study area includes the construction footprint and 


1032-204 

the proposed HMF sites. Not all land inside the construction footprint would remain in 
permanent use by the HST. The analysis in the Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS 
represents a conservative analysis and took into account a larger area than would be 
needed to reconfigure a property. Therefore, the acreage provided is an estimate based 
on the best technical knowledge available at the time of the Revised DEIR/Supplemental 
DEIS. As each agricultural operator may choose to reconfigure their property and 
operations differently, it is not possible to provide a more accurate estimate than is 
provided in Table 3.13-1. 

1032-205 

Section 3.13.5.3 includes an analysis of the land use impacts of all the HST stations in 
the Fresno to Bakersfield segment, including the Kings/Tulare Regional Station—East 
Alternative and the Kings/Tulare Regional Station—West Alternative. The Authority 
chose to study a station in the Hanford area in keeping with the commitment made in the 
Statewide Program EIR/EIS to investigate alternatives that serve a potential station in 
the Visalia-Tulare-Hanford area as outlined in the Visalia-Tulare-Hanford Station 
Feasibility Study (Authority 2007). 

As discussed in the Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS, the Kings/Tulare Regional 
Station-East Alternative would convert about 22 acres of agricultural land in 
unincorporated Kings County into a transportation use. The Authority would work with 
the City of Hanford and Kings County to discourage growth in the vicinity of the station 
by restricting onsite parking and encouraging transit to the station from downtown 
Hanford, Visalia, and Tulare, and by purchasing agricultural conservation easements 
from willing sellers of adjacent agricultural lands. However, it is likely that the location of 
the station at this site would attract at least transportation-oriented commercial 
development. While current zoning allows for industrial uses of some of the land 
adjoining the Kings/Tulare Regional Station-East Alternative, most of the area continues 
to be zoned for agriculture and is in agricultural use. In addition, current plans and 
policies of the City of Hanford call for development to the west of the city and not to the 
east. This is partially due to the lack of sewer conveyance facilities on the eastern edge 
of Hanford and the expense of extending this infrastructure out to the proposed station 
site. The Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS notes that the Kings/Tulare Regional 
Station-East would change the pattern and intensity of the use of the land, would be 
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1032-205 

incompatible with adjacent land uses, and is likely to result in some unplanned changes 
in the use of existing adjacent land. 

As discussed in Section 3.18.5.3, developing the Kings/Tulare Regional Station—East 
Alternative could remove a barrier to growth through the extension of infrastructure to 
the station. This would allow for more development to occur around the station and 
along the path of the infrastructure expansion. Developing around the stations may be 
desirable to businesses and residences by creating a direct transportation link to areas 
with more business and employment opportunities. That is, people could travel from 
Hanford to meetings or jobs in Bakersfield or Fresno more easily and quickly. Even 
given the Urban Reserve and agricultural land use designations surrounding the 
Kings/Tulare Regional Station-East Alternative area, the potential for the Authority to 
purchase agricultural conservation easements around the station (easements must be 
purchased from willing sellers), and the Authority’s vision for the Kings/Tulare Regional 
Station-East Alternative to act as a transit hub, the potential for indirect effects on land 
use in the area surrounding the Kings/Tulare Regional Station-East Alternative is high. 
Due to this high potential, the Authority could work with local government, the California 
Department of Conservation, and non-governmental agencies to purchase agricultural 
conservation easements around the station to keep the land in agricultural production to 
discourage direct or indirect growth around this station. However, the Revised 
DEIR/Supplemental DEIS does acknowledge the potential for undesired growth to 
occur. 

Section 3.13.5.3 discusses that the Kings/Tulare Regional Station-West Alternative 
would convert about 44 acres of agricultural, residential, and industrial land uses to a 
transportation use. Like the Kings/Tulare Regional Station-East Alternative, the 
Authority would work with the City of Hanford and Kings County to discourage growth in 
the vicinity of the Kings/Tulare Regional Station-West. However, it is likely that at least 
transportation-oriented commercial development would take place in the vicinity of the 
station, which would be incompatible with current land uses. Although the City of 
Hanford is directing growth on its western edge, future commercial development is 
envisioned closer to SR 198 than the Kings/Tulare Regional Station-West Alternative. 
Plans and policies for land use in the vicinity of the station site continue to be largely 
focused on agricultural uses. The Kings/Tulare Regional Station-West Alternative would 
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change the pattern and intensity of the use of the land and would be incompatible with 
adjacent land uses. The presence of the station is likely to result in some unplanned 
changes in the use of existing adjacent land. 

As discussed in Section 3.18.5.3, the Kings/Tulare Regional Station-West Alternative 
consists of unincorporated land adjacent to the City of Hanford’s western Planning Area 
Boundary, and within the Armona Community Planning Area of Kings County. The 
station site would be located in an area categorized in the Kings County General Plan as 
Urban Fringe, in an area designated as a Primary sphere of influence. The “Urban 
Fringe” Land Use Category is intended to represent residential, commercial, and 
industrial land uses immediately adjacent to Hanford. The station site land use 
designation within Kings County is Limited Agriculture, as is all adjacent land to the 
west, north, and east. Developing a station could remove a barrier to growth through the 
extension of infrastructure to the stations. This would allow for more development to 
occur around the stations and along the path of the infrastructure expansion. Developing 
around the stations may be desirable to businesses and residences by creating a direct 
transportation link to areas with more business and employment opportunities. 

Therefore, the Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS acknowledges that the potential for 
indirect effects on land use in the area surrounding the Kings/Tulare Regional 
Station-West Alternative is high. 

1032-206 

Section 3.13.5.3 includes an analysis of the land use impacts of all the HST stations in 
the Fresno to Bakersfield segment, including the Kings/Tulare Regional Station—East 
Alternative and the Kings/Tulare Regional Station—West Alternative. The Authority 
chose to study a station in the Hanford area in keeping with the commitment made in the 
Statewide Program EIR/EIS to investigate alternatives that serve a potential station in 
the Visalia-Tulare-Hanford area as outlined in the Visalia-Tulare-Hanford Station 
Feasibility Study (Authority 2007). 

As discussed in the Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS, the Kings/Tulare Regional 
Station-East Alternative would convert about 22 acres of agricultural land in 
unincorporated Kings County into a transportation use. The Authority would work with 
the City of Hanford and Kings County to discourage growth in the vicinity of the station 
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by restricting onsite parking and encouraging transit to the station from downtown 
Hanford, Visalia, and Tulare, and by purchasing agricultural conservation easements 
from willing sellers of adjacent agricultural lands. However, it is likely that the location of 
the station at this site would attract at least transportation-oriented commercial 
development. While current zoning allows for industrial uses of some of the land 
adjoining the Kings/Tulare Regional Station-East Alternative, most of the area continues 
to be zoned for agriculture and is in agricultural use. In addition, current plans and 
policies of the City of Hanford call for development to the west of the city and not to the 
east. This is partially due to the lack of sewer conveyance facilities on the eastern edge 
of Hanford and the expense of extending this infrastructure out to the proposed station 
site. The Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS notes that the Kings/Tulare Regional 
Station-East Alternative would change the pattern and intensity of the use of the land, 
would be incompatible with adjacent land uses, and is likely to result in some unplanned 
changes in the use of existing adjacent land. 

As discussed in Section 3.18.5.3, developing the Kings/Tulare Regional Station—East 
Alternative could remove a barrier to growth through the extension of infrastructure to 
the station. This would allow for more development to occur around the station and 
along the path of the infrastructure expansion. Developing around the stations may be 
desirable to business and residences by creating a direct transportation link to areas 
with more business and employment opportunities. That is, people could travel from 
Hanford to meetings or jobs in Bakersfield or Fresno more easily and quickly. Even 
given the Urban Reserve and agricultural land use designations surrounding the 
Kings/Tulare Regional Station-East Alternative area, the potential for the Authority to 
purchase agricultural conservation easements around the station (easements must be 
purchased from willing sellers), and the Authority’s vision for the Kings/Tulare Regional 
Station-East Alternative to act as a transit hub, the potential for indirect effects on land 
use in the area surrounding the Kings/Tulare Regional Station-East Alternative is high. 
Due to this high potential, the Authority could work with local government, the California 
Department of Conservation, and non-governmental agencies to purchase agricultural 
conservation easements around the station to keep the land in agricultural production to 
discourage direct or indirect growth around this station. However, the Revised 
DEIR/Supplemental DEISdoes acknowledge the potential for undesired growth to occur. 
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Section 3.13.5.3 discusses the fact that the Kings/Tulare Regional Station-West 
Alternative would convert about 44 acres of agricultural, residential, and industrial land 
uses to a transportation use. Like the Kings/Tulare Regional Station-East Alternative, 
the Authority would work with the City of Hanford and Kings County to discourage 
growth in the vicinity of the Kings/Tulare Regional Station-West. However, it is likely that 
at least transportation-oriented commercial development would take place in the vicinity 
of the station, which would be incompatible with current land uses. Although the City of 
Hanford is directing growth on its western edge, future commercial development is 
envisioned closer to SR 198 than the Kings/Tulare Regional Station-West Alternative. 
Plans and policies for land use in the vicinity of the station site continue to be largely 
focused on agricultural uses. The Kings/Tulare Regional Station-West Alternative would 
change the pattern and intensity of the use of the land and would be incompatible with 
adjacent land uses. The presence of the station is likely to result in some unplanned 
changes in the use of existing adjacent land. 

As discussed in Section 3.18.5.3, the Kings/Tulare Regional Station-West Alternative 
consists of unincorporated land adjacent to the City of Hanford’s western Planning Area 
Boundary, and within the Armona Community Planning Area of Kings County. The 
station site would be located in an area categorized in the Kings County General Plan as 
Urban Fringe, in an area designated as a Primary sphere of influence. The “Urban 
Fringe” Land Use Category is intended to represent residential, commercial, and 
industrial land uses immediately adjacent to Hanford. The station site land use 
designation within Kings County is Limited Agriculture, as is all adjacent land to the 
west, north, and east. Developing a station could remove a barrier to growth through the 
extension of infrastructure to the stations. This would allow for more development to 
occur around the stations and along the path of the infrastructure expansion. Developing 
around the stations may be desirable to businesses and residences by creating a direct 
transportation link to areas with more business and employment opportunities. 

Therefore, the Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS acknowledges that the potential for 
indirect effects on land use in the area surrounding the Kings/Tulare Regional 
Station-West Alternative is high. 

1032-207 

Section 3.13.5.3 includes an analysis of the land use impacts of all the HST stations in 
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the Fresno to Bakersfield segment, including the Kings/Tulare Regional Station—East 
Alternative and the Kings/Tulare Regional Station—West Alternative. The Authority 
chose to study a station in the Hanford area in keeping with the commitment made in the 
Statewide Program EIR/EIS to investigate alternatives that serve a potential station in 
the Visalia-Tulare-Hanford area as outlined in the Visalia-Tulare-Hanford Station 
Feasibility Study (Authority 2007). 

As discussed in the Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS, the Kings/Tulare Regional 
Station-East Alternative would convert about 22 acres of agricultural land in 
unincorporated Kings County into a transportation use. The Authority would work with 
the City of Hanford and Kings County to discourage growth in the vicinity of the station 
by restricting onsite parking and encouraging transit to the station from downtown 
Hanford, Visalia, and Tulare, and purchasing agricultural conservation easements from 
willing sellers of adjacent agricultural lands. However, it is likely that the location of the 
station at this site would attract at least transportation-oriented commercial 
development. While current zoning allows for industrial uses of some of the land 
adjoining the Kings/Tulare Regional Station-East Alternative, most of the area continues 
to be zoned for agriculture and is in agricultural use. In addition, current plans and 
policies of the City of Hanford call for development to the west of the city and not to the 
east. This is partially due to the lack of sewer conveyance facilities on the eastern edge 
of Hanford and the expense of extending this infrastructure out to the proposed station 
site. The Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS notes that the Kings/Tulare Regional 
Station-East would change the pattern and intensity of the use of the land, would be 
incompatible with adjacent land uses, and is likely to result in some unplanned changes 
in the use of existing adjacent land. 

As discussed in Section 3.18.5.3, developing the Kings/Tulare Regional Station—East 
Alternative could remove a barrier to growth through the extension of infrastructure to 
the station. This would allow for more development to occur around the station and 
along the path of the infrastructure expansion. Developing around the stations may be 
desirable to business and residences by creating a direct transportation link to areas 
with more business and employment opportunities. That is, people could travel from 
Hanford to meetings or jobs in Bakersfield or Fresno more easily and quickly. Even 
given the Urban Reserve and agricultural land use designations surrounding the 
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Kings/Tulare Regional Station-East Alternative area, the potential for the Authority to 
purchase agricultural conservation easements around the station (easements must be 
purchased from willing sellers), and the Authority’s vision for the Kings/Tulare Regional 
Station-East Alternative to act as a transit hub, the potential for indirect effects on land 
use in the area surrounding the Kings/Tulare Regional Station-East Alternative is high. 
Due to this high potential, the Authority could work with local government, the California 
Department of Conservation, and non-governmental agencies to purchase agricultural 
conservation easements around the station to keep the land in agricultural production to 
discourage direct or indirect growth around this station. However, the Revised 
DEIR/Supplemental DEIS does acknowledge the potential for undesired growth to 
occur. 

Section 3.13.5.3 discusses the fact that the Kings/Tulare Regional Station-West 
Alternative would convert about 44 acres of agricultural, residential, and industrial land 
uses to a transportation use. Like the Kings/Tulare Regional Station-East Alternative, 
the Authority would work with the City of Hanford and Kings County to discourage 
growth in the vicinity of the Kings/Tulare Regional Station-West. However, it is likely that 
at least transportation-oriented commercial development would take place in the vicinity 
of the station, which would be incompatible with current land uses. Although the City of 
Hanford is directing growth on its western edge, future commercial development is 
envisioned closer to SR 198 than to the Kings/Tulare Regional Station-West Alternative. 
Plans and policies for land use in the vicinity of the station site continue to be largely 
focused on agricultural uses. The Kings/Tulare Regional Station-West Alternative would 
change the pattern and intensity of the use of the land and would be incompatible with 
adjacent land uses. The presence of the station is likely to result in some unplanned 
changes in the use of existing adjacent land. 

As discussed in Section 3.18.5.3, the Kings/Tulare Regional Station-West Alternative 
consists of unincorporated land adjacent to the City of Hanford’s western Planning Area 
Boundary, and within the Armona Community Planning Area of Kings County. The 
station site would be located in an area categorized in the Kings County General Plan as 
Urban Fringe, in an area designated as a Primary sphere of influence. The “Urban 
Fringe” Land Use Category is intended to represent residential, commercial, and 
industrial land uses immediately adjacent to Hanford. The station site land use 
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designation within Kings County is Limited Agriculture, as is all adjacent land to the 
west, north, and east. Developing a station could remove a barrier to growth through the 
extension of infrastructure to the stations. This would allow for more development to 
occur around the stations and along the path of the infrastructure expansion. Developing 
around the stations may be desirable to businesses and residences by creating a direct 
transportation link to areas with more business and employment opportunities. 

Therefore, the Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS acknowledges that the potential for 
indirect effects on land use in the area surrounding the Kings/Tulare Regional 
Station-West Alternative is high. 

1032-208 

Section 3.13.5.3 includes an analysis of the land use impacts of all the HST stations in 
the Fresno to Bakersfield segment, including the Kings/Tulare Regional Station—East 
Alternative and the Kings/Tulare Regional Station—West Alternative. The Authority 
chose to study a station in the Hanford area in keeping with the commitment made in the 
Statewide Program EIR/EIS to investigate alternatives that serve a potential station in 
the Visalia-Tulare-Hanford area as outlined in the Visalia-Tulare-Hanford Station 
Feasibility Study (Authority 2007). 

As discussed in the Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS, the Kings/Tulare Regional 
Station-East Alternative would convert about 22 acres of agricultural land in 
unincorporated Kings County into a transportation use. The Authority would work with 
the City of Hanford and Kings County to discourage growth in the vicinity of the station 
by restricting onsite parking and encouraging transit to the station from downtown 
Hanford, Visalia, and Tulare, and by purchasing agricultural conservation easements 
from willing sellers of adjacent agricultural lands. However, it is likely that the location of 
the station at this site would attract at least transportation-oriented commercial 
development. While current zoning allows for industrial uses of some of the land 
adjoining the Kings/Tulare Regional Station-East Alternative, most of the area continues 
to be zoned for agriculture and is in agricultural use. In addition, current plans and 
policies of the City of Hanford call for development to the west of the city and not to the 
east. This is partially due to the lack of sewer conveyance facilities on the eastern edge 
of Hanford and the expense of extending this infrastructure out to the proposed station 
site. The Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS notes that the Kings/Tulare Regional 
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Station-East Alternative would change the pattern and intensity of the use of the land, 
would be incompatible with adjacent land uses, and is likely to result in some unplanned 
changes in the use of existing adjacent land. 

As discussed in Section 3.18.5.3, developing the Kings/Tulare Regional Station—East 
Alternative could remove a barrier to growth through the extension of infrastructure to 
the station. This would allow for more development to occur around the station and 
along the path of the infrastructure expansion. Developing around the stations may be 
desirable to business and residences by creating a direct transportation link to areas 
with more business and employment opportunities. That is, people could travel from 
Hanford to meetings or jobs in Bakersfield or Fresno more easily and quickly. Even 
given the Urban Reserve and agricultural land use designations surrounding the 
Kings/Tulare Regional Station-East Alternative area, the potential for the Authority to 
purchase agricultural conservation easements around the station (easements must be 
purchased from willing sellers), and the Authority’s vision for the Kings/Tulare Regional 
Station-East Alternative to act as a transit hub, the potential for indirect effects on land 
use in the area surrounding the Kings/Tulare Regional Station-East Alternative is high. 
Due to this high potential, the Authority could work with local government, the California 
Department of Conservation, and non-governmental agencies to purchase agricultural 
conservation easements around the station to keep the land in agricultural production to 
discourage direct or indirect growth around this station. However, the Revised 
DEIR/Supplemental DEIS does acknowledge the potential for undesired growth to 
occur. 

Section 3.13.5.3 discusses that the Kings/Tulare Regional Station-West Alternative 
would convert about 44 acres of agricultural, residential, and industrial land uses to a 
transportation use. Like the Kings/Tulare Regional Station-East Alternative, the 
Authority would work with the City of Hanford and Kings County to discourage growth in 
the vicinity of the Kings/Tulare Regional Station-West Alternative. However, it is likely 
that at least transportation-oriented commercial development would take place in the 
vicinity of the station, which would be incompatible with current land uses. Although the 
City of Hanford is directing growth on its western edge, future commercial development 
is envisioned closer to SR 198 than the Kings/Tulare Regional Station-West Alternative. 
Plans and policies for land use in the vicinity of the station site continue to be largely 
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focused on agricultural uses. The Kings/Tulare Regional Station-West Alternative would 
change the pattern and intensity of the use of the land and would be incompatible with 
adjacent land uses. The presence of the station is likely to result in some unplanned 
changes in the use of existing adjacent land. 

As discussed in Section 3.18.5.3, the Kings/Tulare Regional Station-West Alternative 
consists of unincorporated land adjacent to the City of Hanford’s western Planning Area 
Boundary, and within the Armona Community Planning Area of Kings County. The 
station site would be located in an area categorized in the Kings County General Plan as 
Urban Fringe, in an area designated as a Primary sphere of influence. The “Urban 
Fringe” Land Use Category is intended to represent residential, commercial, and 
industrial land uses immediately adjacent to Hanford. The station site land use 
designation within Kings County is Limited Agriculture, as is all adjacent land to the 
west, north, and east. Developing a station could remove a barrier to growth through the 
extension of infrastructure to the stations. This would allow for more development to 
occur around the stations and along the path of the infrastructure expansion. Developing 
around the stations may be desirable to businesses and residences by creating a direct 
transportation link to areas with more business and employment opportunities. 

Therefore, the Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS acknowledges that the potential for 
indirect effects on land use in the area surrounding the Kings/Tulare Regional 
Station-West Alternative is high. 

1032-209 

The potential for future increased density and transit-oriented development at the Kings 
Tulare Regional Station is discussed in Section 3.13.5.3. 

Section 3.13.5.3 includes an analysis of the land use impacts of all the HST stations in 
the Fresno to Bakersfield segment, including the Kings/Tulare Regional Station—East 
Alternative and the Kings/Tulare Regional Station—West Alternative. The Authority 
chose to study a station in the Hanford area in keeping with the commitment made in the 
Statewide Program EIR/EIS to investigate alternatives that serve a potential station in 
the Visalia-Tulare-Hanford area as outlined in the Visalia-Tulare-Hanford Station 
Feasibility Study (Authority 2007). 
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As discussed in the Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS, the Kings/Tulare Regional 
Station-East Alternative would convert about 22 acres of agricultural land in 
unincorporated Kings County into a transportation use. The Authority would work with 
the City of Hanford and Kings County to discourage growth in the vicinity of the station 
by restricting onsite parking and encouraging transit to the station from downtown 
Hanford, Visalia, and Tulare, and by purchasing agricultural conservation easements 
from willing sellers of adjacent agricultural lands. However, it is likely that the location of 
the station at this site would attract at least transportation-oriented commercial 
development. While current zoning allows for industrial uses of some of the land 
adjoining the Kings/Tulare Regional Station-East Alternative, most of the area continues 
to be zoned for agriculture and is in agricultural use. In addition, current plans and 
policies of the City of Hanford call for development to the west of the city and not to the 
east. This is partially due to the lack of sewer conveyance facilities on the eastern edge 
of Hanford and the expense of extending this infrastructure out to the proposed station 
site. The Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS notes that the Kings/Tulare Regional 
Station-East Alternative would change the pattern and intensity of the use of the land, 
would be incompatible with adjacent land uses, and is likely to result in some unplanned 
changes in the use of existing adjacent land. 

As discussed in Section 3.18.5.3, developing the Kings/Tulare Regional Station—East 
Alternative could remove a barrier to growth through the extension of infrastructure to 
the station. This would allow for more development to occur around the station and 
along the path of the infrastructure expansion. Developing around the stations may be 
desirable to businesses and residences by creating a direct transportation link to areas 
with more business and employment opportunities. That is, people could travel from 
Hanford to meetings or jobs in Bakersfield or Fresno more easily and quickly. Even 
given the Urban Reserve and agricultural land use designations surrounding the 
Kings/Tulare Regional Station-East Alternative area, the potential for the Authority to 
purchase agricultural conservation easements around the station (easements must be 
purchased from willing sellers), and the Authority’s vision for the Kings/Tulare Regional 
Station-East Alternative to act as a transit hub, the potential for indirect effects on land 
use in the area surrounding the Kings/Tulare Regional Station-East Alternative is high. 
Due to this high potential, the Authority could work with local government, the California 
Department of Conservation, and non-governmental agencies to purchase agricultural 
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conservation easements around the station to keep the land in agricultural production to 
discourage direct or indirect growth around this station. However, the Revised 
DEIR/Supplemental DEIS does acknowledge the potential for undesired growth to 
occur. 

Section 3.13.5.3 discusses that the Kings/Tulare Regional Station-West Alternative 
would convert about 44 acres of agricultural, residential, and industrial land uses to a 
transportation use. Like the Kings/Tulare Regional Station-East Alternative, the 
Authority would work with the City of Hanford and Kings County to discourage growth in 
the vicinity of the Kings/Tulare Regional Station-West. However, it is likely that at least 
transportation-oriented commercial development would take place in the vicinity of the 
station, which would be incompatible with current land uses. Although the City of 
Hanford is directing growth on its western edge, future commercial development is 
envisioned closer to SR 198 than to the Kings/Tulare Regional Station-West Alternative. 
Plans and policies for land use in the vicinity of the station site continue to be largely 
focused on agricultural uses. The Kings/Tulare Regional Station-West Alternative would 
change the pattern and intensity of the use of the land and would be incompatible with 
adjacent land uses. The presence of the station is likely to result in some unplanned 
changes in the use of existing adjacent land. 

As discussed in Section 3.18.5.3, the Kings/Tulare Regional Station-West Alternative 
consists of unincorporated land adjacent to the City of Hanford’s western Planning Area 
Boundary and within the Armona Community Planning Area of Kings County. The 
station site would be located in an area categorized in the Kings County General Plan as 
Urban Fringe, in an area designated as a Primary sphere of influence. The “Urban 
Fringe” Land Use Category is intended to represent residential, commercial, and 
industrial land uses immediately adjacent to Hanford. The station site land use 
designation within Kings County is Limited Agriculture, as is all adjacent land to the 
west, north, and east. Developing a station could remove a barrier to growth through the 
extension of infrastructure to the stations. This would allow for more development to 
occur around the stations and along the path of the infrastructure expansion. Developing 
around the stations may be desirable to businesses and residences by creating a direct 
transportation link to areas with more business and employment opportunities. 

Therefore, the Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS acknowledges that the potential for 
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indirect effects on land use in the area surrounding the Kings/Tulare Regional 
Station-West Alternative is high. 

1032-210 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-13. 

The potential for future increased density and transit-oriented development at the Kings 
Tulare Regional Station is discussed in Section 3.13.5.3. 

Environmental analysis of subsequent sections of the HST System that are planned to 
connect Bakersfield to Los Angeles is currently underway. The Central Valley sections 
of the HST System are an integral portion of the statewide system connecting San 
Francisco and the Bay Area to Los Angeles and Anaheim. 

1032-211 

San Joaquin Valley Blueprint principles are listed in Section 3.13.2.3, and consistency is 
discussed Section 3.13.2.4. Land use policy consistency is further discussed in 
Appendix 3.13A-1. 

1032-212 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-02. 

Proposition 1A requires that the HST alignment follow existing transportation or utility 
corridors to the extent feasible. HST operations impose design requirements that do not 
always fit within the alignment of the existing transportation corridors, and therefore the 
HST cannot feasibly be built solely within those corridors. Existing corridors are not 
sufficiently straight nor are their curve radii long enough to support high-speed operation 
along their full lengths, and in many cases they cannot maintain the speeds necessary 
to meet the Prop. 1A travel time requirements. Additionally, safety considerations dictate 
the need to separate the HST from roads and conventional rail (refer to Section 2.4.2.1, 
Alignment Requirements). Therefore, it is not always feasible to follow the BNSF 
corridor, and alternate routes were considered. In the Hanford area where it is not 
feasible for the HST to be adjacent to the BNSF corridor, the Hanford West Bypass 1 
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and Bypass 2 alternatives, which run to the west of the city of Hanford, were considered 
as they are feasible alternatives. 

San Joaquin Valley Blueprint principles are listed in Section 3.13.2.3, and consistency is 
discussed Section 3.13.2.4. 

1032-213 

As discussed in Section 2.4.1.1, the San Joaquin Valley is projected to grow at a higher 
rate than any other region in California. The four counties of Fresno, Kings, Tulare, and 
Kern are projected to continue to grow at an average of 2.9% per year. General plan 
updates in each of the counties and incorporated cities in the region have occurred 
since 2002 in preparation for this projected growth. Fresno County would require nearly 
185,500 new units and almost 23,200 acres of land for housing, Kings County would 
require approximately 37,000 new units and 5,000 acres of land, Tulare County would 
require 113,100 dwelling units and 21,300 acres of land, and Kern County would require 
214,000 dwelling units and 36,600 acres of land. 

Collectively, this would result in 86,100 acres of land needed just to accommodate future 
housing. However, this does not take into account commercial, transportation, and 
supporting infrastructure such as parks, water treatment, and medical facilities. With 
necessary supporting infrastructure, including commercial, office, transportation, parks, 
and schools, a typical density for an area similar to the San Joaquin Valley would result 
in 8 to 10 people per acre of land development. Under this scenario, the total four county 
growth projections would result in approximately 173,000 acres of needed development. 

As discussed in Section 3.13.5.2, local jurisdictions are currently working to address 
what this growth means for their communities. One planning tool is the San Joaquin 
Valley Blueprint Process that engaged Fresno, Kings, Tulare, and Kern counties. The 
San Joaquin Valley Blueprint committee adopted smart-growth principles and worked 
with each county to identify its preferred growth scenario. Although infill development 
could occur without the HST to act as a catalyst, it is not likely that much transit-oriented 
development would be attracted to the downtown areas of Fresno and Bakersfield with 
the No Project Alternative. As an example, newly planned residential development 
proposed in the four counties would primarily be located on currently undeveloped lands 
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planned for that use. The current pattern of low-density development (four to eight 
dwelling units per acre) would likely persist until an incentive develops to do otherwise. 

The Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategies (RTP/SCSs) 
adopted by the regional agencies pursuant to SB 375 are expected to direct future 
transportation funding in a manner that will discourage sprawl and encourage more 
compact growth as a means to reduce greenhouse gas emissions from autos and light 
trucks. The RTP/SCSs will be integrated with the Regional Housing Needs Allocations 
that affect city and county general plan housing elements, which would be an impetus to 
provide new housing opportunities in a manner that encourages more compact growth 
patterns. However, the extent to which SB 375 will result in compact growth depends 
upon the extent to which cities and counties decide to reflect the RTP/SCSs in their land 
use decisions. This factor cannot be known at this time. 

The general plans of Fresno and Bakersfield include goals and policies that support 
development of a HST System to achieve their economic development goals. Overall, 
the No Project Alternative would not be as strong a catalyst for the development 
envisioned in these general plans and other planning documents as would the HST 
alternatives. 

1032-214 

Section 3.13.5.3 includes an analysis of the land use impacts of all the HST stations in 
the Fresno to Bakersfield segment, including the Kings/Tulare Regional Station—East 
Alternative and the Kings/Tulare Regional Station—West Alternative. The Authority 
chose to study a station in the Hanford area in keeping with the commitment made in the 
Statewide Program EIR/EIS to investigate alternatives that serve a potential station in 
the Visalia-Tulare-Hanford area as outlined in the Visalia-Tulare-Hanford Station 
Feasibility Study (Authority 2007). 

As discussed in the Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS, the Kings/Tulare Regional 
Station-East Alternative would convert about 22 acres of agricultural land in 
unincorporated Kings County into a transportation use. The Authority would work with 
the City of Hanford and Kings County to discourage growth in the vicinity of the station 
by restricting onsite parking and encouraging transit to the station from downtown 
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Hanford, Visalia, and Tulare, and by purchasing agricultural conservation easements 
from willing sellers of adjacent agricultural lands. However, it is likely that the location of 
the station at this site would attract at least transportation-oriented commercial 
development. While current zoning allows for industrial uses of some of the land 
adjoining the Kings/Tulare Regional Station-East Alternative, most of the area continues 
to be zoned for agriculture and is in agricultural use. In addition, current plans and 
policies of the City of Hanford call for development to the west of the city and not to the 
east. This is partially due to the lack of sewer conveyance facilities on the eastern edge 
of Hanford and the expense of extending this infrastructure out to the proposed station 
site. The Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS notes that the Kings/Tulare Regional 
Station-East Alternative would change the pattern and intensity of the use of the land, 
would be incompatible with adjacent land uses, and is likely to result in some unplanned 
changes in the use of existing adjacent land. 

As discussed in Section 3.18.5.3, developing the Kings/Tulare Regional Station—East 
Alternative could remove a barrier to growth through the extension of infrastructure to 
the station. This would allow for more development to occur around the station and 
along the path of the infrastructure expansion. Developing around the stations may be 
desirable to businesses and residences by creating a direct transportation link to areas 
with more business and employment opportunities. That is, people could travel from 
Hanford to meetings or jobs in Bakersfield or Fresno more easily and quickly. Even 
given the Urban Reserve and agricultural land use designations surrounding the 
Kings/Tulare Regional Station-East Alternative area, the potential for the Authority to 
purchase agricultural conservation easements around the station (easements must be 
purchased from willing sellers), and the Authority’s vision for the Kings/Tulare Regional 
Station-East Alternative to act as a transit hub, the potential for indirect effects on land 
use in the area surrounding the Kings/Tulare Regional Station-East Alternative is high. 
Due to this high potential, the Authority could work with local government, the California 
Department of Conservation, and non-governmental agencies to purchase agricultural 
conservation easements around the station to keep the land in agricultural production to 
discourage direct or indirect growth around this station. However, the Revised 
DEIR/Supplemental DEIS does acknowledge the potential for undesired growth to 
occur. 
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Section 3.13.5.3 discusses that the Kings/Tulare Regional Station-West Alternative 
would convert about 44 acres of agricultural, residential, and industrial land uses to a 
transportation use. Like the Kings/Tulare Regional Station-East Alternative, the 
Authority would work with the City of Hanford and Kings County to discourage growth in 
the vicinity of the Kings/Tulare Regional Station-West Alternative. However, it is likely 
that at least transportation-oriented commercial development would take place in the 
vicinity of the station, which would be incompatible with current land uses. Although the 
City of Hanford is directing growth on its western edge, future commercial development 
is envisioned closer to SR 198 than to the Kings/Tulare Regional Station-West 
Alternative. Plans and policies for land use in the vicinity of the station site continue to 
be largely focused on agricultural uses. The Kings/Tulare Regional Station-West 
Alternative would change the pattern and intensity of the use of the land and would be 
incompatible with adjacent land uses. The presence of the station is likely to result in 
some unplanned changes in the use of existing adjacent land. 

As discussed in Section 3.18.5.3, the Kings/Tulare Regional Station-West Alternative 
consists of unincorporated land adjacent to the City of Hanford’s western Planning Area 
Boundary and within the Armona Community Planning Area of Kings County. The 
station site would be located in an area categorized in the Kings County General Plan as 
Urban Fringe, in an area designated as a Primary sphere of influence. The “Urban 
Fringe” Land Use Category is intended to represent residential, commercial, and 
industrial land uses immediately adjacent to Hanford. The station site land use 
designation within Kings County is Limited Agriculture, as is all adjacent land to the 
west, north, and east. Developing a station could remove a barrier to growth through the 
extension of infrastructure to the stations. This would allow for more development to 
occur around the stations and along the path of the infrastructure expansion. Developing 
around the stations may be desirable to business and residences by creating a direct 
transportation link to areas with more business and employment opportunities. 

Therefore, the Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS acknowledges that the potential for 
indirect effects on land use in the area surrounding the Kings/Tulare Regional 
Station-West Alternative is high. 

1032-215 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-08, FB-Response-GENERAL-16. 
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The public outreach process for the Fresno to Bakersfield section of the HST has been 
extensive and includes public meetings and briefings where public comments have been 
received, participation in community events where participation has been solicited, and 
educational materials have been developed and distributed to encourage feedback. 
Public outreach prior to the circulation of the Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement/Report included 12 public meetings aimed at soliciting community feedback 
and informing impacted communities of the project status. These efforts are cited in 
Chapter 7 of the Revised Draft EIR/Supplemental Draft EIS. Public notification regarding 
the draft environmental documents took place in the following ways: A notification letter, 
informational brochure, and NOA were translated in English and Spanish and sent to 
landowners and tenants within 300 feet of all proposed alignment alternatives. The 
letters notified landowners and tenants that their property could become necessary for 
construction (within the project construction footprint) of one or more of the proposed 
alignment alternatives or project components being evaluated. Anyone who has 
requested to be notified or is in our stakeholder database was sent notification materials 
in English and Spanish. An e-mail communication of the notification materials was 
distributed to the entire stakeholder database. Public notices were placed in English and 
Spanish newspapers. Posters in English and Spanish were posted along the project 
right-of-way. 

The basic route corridor for the Fresno to Bakersfield Section was defined in the 2005 
Statewide Program EIR/EIS and the Record of Decision (ROD) (published by the FRA) 
as the BNSF corridor. Kings County was invited to participate in the environmental 
review process for the Statewide Program EIR/EIS. The Kings County Board of 
Supervisors was notified of the availability of the Draft Statewide Program EIR/EIS in 
2004 and invited to comment on the document. No comments were received from the 
County during the 6 V 2 -month public review period for the draft document. The County 
Board of Supervisors was also notified of the availability of the Final Statewide Program 
EIR/EIS in 2005. 

Since June 2007, the Authority has met with Kings County officials and staff 21 times to 
gain input on the County's concerns and policies and to discuss project alternatives. The 
Authority also responded to a letter from Kings County listing questions by various 
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County government departments. The Authority has consulted with Kings County as 
required by federal and state regulatory requirements. 

Chapter 7 of the Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS outlines that the Authority has been 
in contact with the County regarding this project many times during the CEQA/NEPA 
process. All notices required under CEQA and NEPA have been sent to the County in a 
timely manner. The Authority and FRA recognize the concerns of Kings County 
representatives and community members, and we wish to maintain an open dialogue 
about the project. The Authority again welcomes the opportunity to meet with 
landowners and stakeholders. In addition, project-level information has been shared at 
public meetings, made available at the Kings County project office, and provided 
through mailings, e-mail communication, outreach materials, and on the internet. 

1032-216 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-02. 

Section 3.13.5.3 includes an analysis of the land use impacts of all the FIST stations in 
the Fresno to Bakersfield segment, including the Kings/Tulare Regional Station—East 
Alternative and the Kings/Tulare Regional Station—West Alternative. The Authority 
chose to study a station in the Flanford area in keeping with the commitment made in the 
Statewide Program EIR/EIS to investigate alternatives that serve a potential station in 
the Visalia-Tulare-Hanford area as outlined in the Visalia-Tulare-Hanford Station 
Feasibility Study (Authority 2007). 

As discussed in the Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS, the Kings/Tulare Regional 
Station-East Alternative would convert about 22 acres of agricultural land in 
unincorporated Kings County into a transportation use. The Authority would work with 
the City of Flanford and Kings County to discourage growth in the vicinity of the station 
by restricting onsite parking and encouraging transit to the station from downtown 
Hanford, Visalia, and Tulare, and by purchasing agricultural conservation easements 
from willing sellers of adjacent agricultural lands. However, it is likely that the location of 
the station at this site would attract at least transportation-oriented commercial 
development. While current zoning allows for industrial uses of some of the land 
adjoining the Kings/Tulare Regional Station-East Alternative, most of the area continues 
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to be zoned for agriculture and is in agricultural use. In addition, current plans and 
policies of the City of Hanford call for development to the west of the city and not to the 
east. This is partially due to the lack of sewer conveyance facilities on the eastern edge 
of Hanford and the expense of extending this infrastructure out to the proposed station 
site. The Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS notes that the Kings/Tulare Regional 
Station-East Alternative would change the pattern and intensity of the use of the land, 
would be incompatible with adjacent land uses, and is likely to result in some unplanned 
changes in the use of existing adjacent land. 

As discussed in Section 3.18.5.3, developing the Kings/Tulare Regional Station—East 
Alternative could remove a barrier to growth through the extension of infrastructure to 
the station. This would allow for more development to occur around the station and 
along the path of the infrastructure expansion. Developing around the stations may be 
desirable to business and residences by creating a direct transportation link to areas 
with more business and employment opportunities. That is, people could travel from 
Hanford to meetings or jobs in Bakersfield or Fresno more easily and quickly. Even 
given the Urban Reserve and agricultural land use designations surrounding the 
Kings/Tulare Regional Station-East Alternative area, the potential for the Authority to 
purchase agricultural conservation easements around the station (easements must be 
purchased from willing sellers), and the Authority’s vision for the Kings/Tulare Regional 
Station-East Alternative to act as a transit hub, the potential for indirect effects on land 
use in the area surrounding the Kings/Tulare Regional Station-East Alternative is high. 
Due to this high potential, the Authority could work with local government, the California 
Department of Conservation, and non-governmental agencies to purchase agricultural 
conservation easements around the station to keep the land in agricultural production to 
discourage direct or indirect growth around this station. However, the Revised 
DEIR/Supplemental DEIS does acknowledge the potential for undesired growth to 
occur. 

Section 3.13.5.3 discusses the fact that the Kings/Tulare Regional Station-West 
Alternative would convert about 44 acres of agricultural, residential, and industrial land 
uses to a transportation use. Like the Kings/Tulare Regional Station-East Alternative, 
the Authority would work with the City of Hanford and Kings County to discourage 
growth in the vicinity of the Kings/Tulare Regional Station-West. However, it is likely that 
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at least transportation-oriented commercial development would take place in the vicinity 
of the station, which would be incompatible with current land uses. Although the City of 
Hanford is directing growth on its western edge, future commercial development is 
envisioned closer to SR 198 than to the Kings/Tulare Regional Station-West Alternative. 
Plans and policies for land use in the vicinity of the station site continue to be largely 
focused on agricultural uses. The Kings/Tulare Regional Station-West would change 
the pattern and intensity of the use of the land and would be incompatible with adjacent 
land uses. The presence of the station is likely to result in some unplanned changes in 
the use of existing adjacent land. 

As discussed in Section 3.18.5.3, the Kings/Tulare Regional Station-West Alternative 
consists of unincorporated land adjacent to the City of Hanford’s western Planning Area 
Boundary, and within the Armona Community Planning Area of Kings County. The 
station site would be located in an area categorized in the Kings County General Plan as 
Urban Fringe, in an area designated as a Primary sphere of influence. The “Urban 
Fringe” Land Use Category is intended to represent residential, commercial, and 
industrial land uses immediately adjacent to Hanford. The station site land use 
designation within Kings County is Limited Agriculture, as is all adjacent land to the 
west, north, and east. Developing a station could remove a barrier to growth through the 
extension of infrastructure to the stations. This would allow for more development to 
occur around the stations and along the path of the infrastructure expansion. Developing 
around the stations may be desirable to business and residences by creating a direct 
transportation link to areas with more business and employment opportunities. 

Therefore, the Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS acknowledges that the potential for 
indirect effects on land use in the area surrounding the Kings/Tulare Regional 
Station-West Alternative is high. 

1032-217 

Section 3.13.5.3 includes an analysis of the land use impacts of all the HST stations in 
the Fresno to Bakersfield segment, including the Kings/Tulare Regional Station—East 
Alternative and the Kings/Tulare Regional Station—West Alternative. The Authority 
chose to study a station in the Hanford area in keeping with the commitment made in the 
Statewide Program EIR/EIS to investigate alternatives that serve a potential station in 
the Visalia-Tulare-Hanford area as outlined in the Visalia-Tulare-Hanford Station 
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Feasibility Study (Authority 2007). 

As discussed in the Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS, the Kings/Tulare Regional 
Station-East Alternative would convert about 22 acres of agricultural land in 
unincorporated Kings County into a transportation use. The Authority would work with 
the City of Hanford and Kings County to discourage growth in the vicinity of the station 
by restricting onsite parking and encouraging transit to the station from downtown 
Hanford, Visalia, and Tulare, and by purchasing agricultural conservation easements 
from willing sellers of adjacent agricultural lands. However, it is likely that the location of 
the station at this site would attract at least transportation-oriented commercial 
development. While current zoning allows for industrial uses of some of the land 
adjoining the Kings/Tulare Regional Station-East Alternative, most of the area continues 
to be zoned for agriculture and is in agricultural use. In addition, current plans and 
policies of the City of Hanford call for development to the west of the city and not to the 
east. This is partially due to the lack of sewer conveyance facilities on the eastern edge 
of Hanford and the expense of extending this infrastructure out to the proposed station 
site. The Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS notes that the Kings/Tulare Regional 
Station-East would change the pattern and intensity of the use of the land, would be 
incompatible with adjacent land uses, and is likely to result in some unplanned changes 
in the use of existing adjacent land. 

As discussed in Section 3.18.5.3, developing the Kings/Tulare Regional Station—East 
Alternative could remove a barrier to growth through the extension of infrastructure to 
the station. This would allow for more development to occur around the station and 
along the path of the infrastructure expansion. Developing around the stations may be 
desirable to businesses and residences by creating a direct transportation link to areas 
with more business and employment opportunities. That is, people could travel from 
Hanford to meetings or jobs in Bakersfield or Fresno more easily and quickly. Even 
given the Urban Reserve and agricultural land use designations surrounding the 
Kings/Tulare Regional Station-East Alternative area, the potential for the Authority to 
purchase agricultural conservation easements around the station (easements must be 
purchased from willing sellers), and the Authority’s vision for the Kings/Tulare Regional 
Station-East Alternative to act as a transit hub, the potential for indirect effects on land 
use in the area surrounding the Kings/Tulare Regional Station-East Alternative is high. 
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Due to this high potential, the Authority could work with local government, the California 
Department of Conservation, and non-governmental agencies to purchase agricultural 
conservation easements around the station to keep the land in agricultural production to 
discourage direct or indirect growth around this station. However, the Revised 
DEIR/Supplemental DEIS does acknowledge the potential for undesired growth to 
occur. 

Section 3.13.5.3 discusses the fact that the Kings/Tulare Regional Station-West 
Alternative would convert about 44 acres of agricultural, residential, and industrial land 
uses to a transportation use. Like the Kings/Tulare Regional Station-East Alternative, 
the Authority would work with the City of Hanford and Kings County to discourage 
growth in the vicinity of the Kings/Tulare Regional Station-West Alternative. However, it 
is likely that at least transportation-oriented commercial development would take place 
in the vicinity of the station, which would be incompatible with current land uses. 

Although the City of Hanford is directing growth on its western edge, future commercial 
development is envisioned closer to SR 198 than the Kings/Tulare Regional 
Station-West Alternative. Plans and policies for land use in the vicinity of the station site 
continue to be largely focused on agricultural uses. The Kings/Tulare Regional 
Station-West Alternative would change the pattern and intensity of the use of the land 
and would be incompatible with adjacent land uses. The presence of the station is likely 
to result in some unplanned changes in the use of existing adjacent land. 

As discussed in Section 3.18.5.3, the Kings/Tulare Regional Station-West Alternative 
consists of unincorporated land adjacent to the City of Hanford’s western Planning Area 
Boundary, and within the Armona Community Planning Area of Kings County. The 
station site would be located in an area categorized in the Kings County General Plan as 
Urban Fringe, in an area designated as a Primary sphere of influence. The “Urban 
Fringe” Land Use Category is intended to represent residential, commercial, and 
industrial land uses immediately adjacent to Hanford. The station site land use 
designation within Kings County is Limited Agriculture, as is all adjacent land to the 
west, north, and east. Developing a station could remove a barrier to growth through the 
extension of infrastructure to the stations. This would allow for more development to 
occur around the stations and along the path of the infrastructure expansion. Developing 
around the stations may be desirable to businesses and residences by creating a direct 
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transportation link to areas with more business and employment opportunities. 

Therefore, the Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS acknowledges that the potential for 
indirect effects on land use in the area surrounding the Kings/Tulare Regional 
Station-West Alternative is high. 

1032-218 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-01, FB-Response-GENERAL-02. 

1032-219 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-AG-07. 

The Authority has complied with the requirements of the FPPA. The Authority and FRA 
have taken into account the adverse effects on farmland and selected several 
alternatives for analysis. The Authority and FRA did not coordinate with the USDA or the 
NRCS in selecting the alignments, but are not specifically required to do so (NRCS 
2013). 

1032-220 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-AG-03. 

Please see Chapter 3.14.3 in the Final EIR/EIS for more information on the remnant 
parcel analysis. The identification of remnant parcels that were too small to farm was 
made by right-of-way experts with experience in acquisition of agricultural lands. This 
analysis was conducted by Bender Rosenthal Inc. who provides experienced real estate 
appraisal and right of way services throughout California. The staff members who 
conducted the study (Bill Kouris and Nicole Cornell) both have over 10 years of 
experience in real estate appraisals and have knowledge of federal land acquisition 
practices. The number of remnant parcels and their total acreage are provided in 
Section 3.14. 

The approach used to determine whether or not a parcel was a remnant parcel involved 
examination of the parcels that are split by the FIST and evaluation of the remaining land 
on the basis of access (does the project result in restricted or no access to a parcel so 
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as to make it unavailable for agricultural use?), size (does the project cut a parcel 
creating a portion so small it is not likely to be viable to support a stand-alone 
agricultural operation or large enough to be acquired by a neighboring agricultural 
operation?), and shape (is the remnant parcel too oddly shaped to be viable for 
agricultural use, i.e., angled or narrow making equipment turn around difficult?). If the 
parcel is identified as being a remnant parcel, that impact was added to the total 
agricultural lands impacted calculation total for the Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS. 

All parcels that are impacted by the HST will be reanalyzed once the right-of-way 
process begins, and the right-of-way agents will work with the farmers to determine 
whether or not a parcel is farmable, with compensation adjusted accordingly. The 
purpose of the remnant parcel analysis for the Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS was to 
provide the most accurate measure of agricultural acreage lost due to the HST. 

In April 2013, the Authority reached an agreement with agricultural interests on 
mitigation of agricultural land impacts for the Merced to Fresno Section of the HST 
System (Authority 2013). Under that agreement, the Authority will acquire agricultural 
conservation easements for its impact on Important Farmland (i.e., land classified as 
prime farmland, farmland of statewide importance, farmland of local importance, and 
unique farmland) at the following ratios: 

• Important Farmland converted to nonagricultural uses either by direct commitment of 
the land to project facilities or by the creation of remnant parcels that cannot be 
economically farmed will be mitigated at a ratio of 1:1. 

• Where HST project facilities would create a remnant parcel of 20 acres or less in size, 
the acreage of that remnant parcel will be mitigated at a ratio of 1:1. 

• An area 25 feet wide bordering Important Farmland converted to nonagricultural uses 
by project facilities (not counting remnant parcels) will be mitigated at a ratio of 0.5:1. 


The right-of-way acquisition process (which cannot begin until the EIR/EIS is certified 
and the Fresno-Bakersfield project approved) is a property-specific negotiation between 
the Authority's agents and the property owner that may result in accommodations such 
as undercrossings that would allow an owner access to lands separated by the HST 
right-of-way. As a result, the EIR/EIS cannot reasonably provide a precise enumeration 
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of the viability of remnant parcels for continued agricultural use. The 
conservative approach utilized in the Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS ensures that 
the potential impact is not underestimated and provides decision makers with sufficient 
information to make an informed decision. 

1032-221 

The NRCS-CPA-106 forms provided to the Natural Resources Conservation Service are 
provided in Appendix 3.14-A of the EIR/EIS. This is described in Section 3.14.3. 

1032-222 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-SO-01, FB-Response-AG-04. 

Turnaround areas for crops have not been included in the permanent agricultural land 
impacts, as the land would not be removed from agricultural production (note that the 
Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program includes turnaround areas in its 
identification of agricultural lands); however, it recognized that productivity will be lost as 
a result of the additional turnaround areas required. During the property acquisition 
process, losses in the value of the remaining property will be taken into account and 
compensation will be provided for the loss in productivity. 

In April 2013, the Authority reached an agreement with agricultural interests on 
mitigation of agricultural land impacts for the Merced to Fresno Section of the FIST 
System (Authority 2013). Under that agreement, the Authority will acquire agricultural 
conservation easements for its impact on Important Farmland (i.e., land classified as 
prime farmland, farmland of statewide importance, farmland of local importance, and 
unique farmland) at the following ratios: 

• Important Farmland converted to nonagricultural uses either by direct commitment of 
the land to project facilities or by the creation of remnant parcels that cannot be 
economically farmed will be mitigated at a ratio of 1:1. 

• Where HST project facilities would create a remnant parcel of 20 acres or less in size, 
the acreage of that remnant parcel will be mitigated at a ratio of 1:1. 

• An area 25 feet wide bordering Important Farmland converted to nonagricultural uses 
by project facilities (not counting remnant parcels) will be mitigated at a ratio of 0.5:1. 
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Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-04. 

1032-224 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-AG-05. 

The Authority formed an agricultural working group to assist the Authority on agricultural 
issues. The working group is composed of representatives from universities, 
government agencies, and agri-business representatives. The group completed a white 
paper on pesticide use impacts in 2012 (this paper is on the Authority's website). That 
white paper reports there would be no need for new spraying regulations around the 
HST, as it would be treated like any other transportation corridor. 

To conduct applications of pesticides, each farm must submit an application to its 
respective County Agricultural Commissioner, detailing what types of pesticide they are 
proposing to spray. It is after receiving this information that the Agricultural 
Commissioner places restrictions on the farm’s application of pesticides, either by 
ground application or aerial application. For aerial application, for example, these 
restrictions include, but are not limited to: setbacks from sensitive land uses, aerial 
spraying height restrictions, mesh size limits, and wind speed restrictions. When 
creating these restrictions, the Agricultural Commissioner is looking at nearby sensitive 
receptors (transportation corridors, houses, business, etc.), the proposed pesticides to 
be sprayed (different pesticides have different spraying restrictions based on the 
manufacturer’s approved application rates), and several other factors that may influence 
environmental effects of pesticide application. As there are a large number of factors 
that influence the possible restrictions placed on application of pesticides, an absolute 
statement of no spraying within a certain distance is not reasonable. There are several 
options available to farmers so they may not have new spraying restrictions placed on 
them by their Agricultural Commissioner. For example, the farmer could change the 
pesticides they are proposing to use that have fewer restrictions; they could also plant a 
different variety of crops adjacent to the HST that does not require the application of 
pesticides with spraying restrictions. 

The Authority recognizes that possible changes to current spraying practice from the 
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HST may reduce the productivity of a farmer’s remaining property. Those possible 
impacts would be taken into account by the appraiser at the time of right-of-way 
acquisition, and any diminution in value to a property owner’s remaining parcel(s) will be 
estimated by the appraiser through the appraisal process. This involves appraising the 
remainder as it contributes to the whole property value before acquisition, then 
appraising the remainder in the after condition as a separate parcel as though the 
project was constructed, and including any estimated damages to the remainder 
parcels, such as, cost of re-establishing irrigation systems, replacing wells, providing 
buffers for aerial spraying, etc. The difference between these “before” and “after” values 
is called severance damages and will reflect any loss in value to the remainder parcels 
due to the construction in the manner proposed. 

Land that may be affected by new application restrictions would still be used by the 
farmer for agricultural purposes, as would new turning areas at the end of crop rows. 
Therefore, there is no conversion of agricultural land from project impacts to current 
aerial spraying practices; however, it is an economic hardship in terms of reduced 
production for remaining parcels of a farm. As is the case with removing land planted in 
crops for use as equipment turning lanes, the need to provide a buffer for crop spraying 
will be analyzed and addressed at the appraisal stage with input from the property 
owners and managers, and experts in the field. 

In April 2013, the Authority reached an agreement with agricultural interests on 
mitigation of agricultural land impacts for the Merced to Fresno Section of the HST 
System (Authority 2013). Under that agreement, the Authority will acquire agricultural 
conservation easements for its impact on Important Farmland (i.e., land classified as 
prime farmland, farmland of statewide importance, farmland of local importance, and 
unique farmland) at the following ratios: 

• Important Farmland converted to nonagricultural uses either by direct commitment of 
the land to project facilities or by the creation of remnant parcels that cannot be 
economically farmed will be mitigated at a ratio of 1:1. 

• Where HST project facilities would create a remnant parcel of 20 acres or less in size, 
the acreage of that remnant parcel will be mitigated at a ratio of 1:1. 

• An area 25 feet wide bordering Important Farmland converted to nonagricultural uses 
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by project facilities (not counting remnant parcels) will be mitigated at a ratio of 0.5:1. 

1032-225 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-02, FB-Response-GENERAL-04, 
FB-Response-GENERAL-10, FB-Response-AG-01. 

1032-226 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-03, FB-Response-LU-03. 

The statements in the Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS are based on projections of 
the San Joaquin Valley Blueprint project under an existing conditions scenario, and are 
reflected in trends in agricultural conversion under the existing general plans and zoning 
ordinances. For example, during the period between 2008 and 2010 (corresponding with 
the economic downturn), the Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program reports that 
645 acres of farmland (including grazing land) was converted to rural uses that removed 
it from production. This does not include several thousand additional acres of 
agricultural land that has been approved for solar energy facilities since 2010 and also 
removed from production. The HST project in no way requires counties and 
cities to amend their general plans or approve zone changes for development of 
agricultural land. Those decisions remain within the authority of the counties and cities. 

The Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS recognizes and discloses that the Kings/Tulare 
Regional Station would be growth-inducing (see Section 3.18). 

The stations in Fresno and Bakersfield would bring thousands of travelers to these 
downtowns once the HST System is in operation. That will greatly increase the number 
of people using the downtowns, providing an economic incentive for new business and 
residential development there. This is supported by recent studies, as noted in Standard 
Response GENERAL-03. 

1032-227 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-02, FB-Response-GENERAL-10. 
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Table 3.14-5 in the Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS shows that Kings County would 
experience a total of 839 acres of impacts to Important Farmland. Kern County is shown 
to be the county with the greatest amount of important farmland affected, at 995 acres. 

1032-228 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-02, FB-Response-GENERAL-04, 
, FB-Response-GENERAL-10, FB-Response-AG-01. 

The HST system is not like a freeway or road. Access is limited to the stations. Routing 
the alignment along SR 99 would not increase access because that would not change 
the locations of the stations. As discussed in Standard Response GENERAL-02, SR 99 
was previously considered as a potential alignment and rejected because it is not 
technically feasible. No comparison is required by either CEQA or NEPA between a 
project alternative and an alternative that has been rejected. 

1032-229 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-AG-05. 

The Authority formed an agricultural working group to assist the Authority on agricultural 
issues. The working group is composed of representatives of universities, government 
agencies, and agri-business. The group completed a white paper on pesticide use 
impacts in 2012 (this paper is on the Authority's website). That white paper reports there 
would be no need for new spraying regulations around the HST as it would be treated 
like any other transportation corridor. 

The white paper "Induced Wind Impacts" examined the potential for airflow from the 
train to create wind. It found that the induced wind speed would be 2.3 miles per hour at 
30 feet from the train. This distance is well within the right-of-way of the system, so 
induced wind at the edge of the right-of-way would be very small. Note that HST 
trainsets are very streamlined and applicable and are not directly comparable to the 
wind effects of a typical freight train, even at higher speed. The typical HST trainset is 
sealed, with windows that cannot be opened, and no gaps between cars. If pesticide 
applicators apply pesticides adjacent to the HST in accordance with the existing 
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regulations there should be no liability. If they fail to meet those regulations, the 
applicator would be liable for damages. 

Statements regarding the termination of aerial application of pesticides within 0.25 mile 
of the HST alignment are an oversimplification of the aerial application process. To 
conduct aerial applications of pesticides, each farm must submit an application to its 
respective County Agricultural Commissioner, detailing what types of pesticide they are 
proposing to spray. It is after receiving this information that the Agricultural 
Commissioner places restrictions on the farm’s application of pesticides. These 
restrictions include, but are not limited to: setbacks from sensitive uses, aerial spraying 
height restrictions, mesh size limits, and wind speed restrictions. When creating these 
restrictions, the Agricultural Commissioner is looking at nearby sensitive receptors 
(transportation corridors, houses, business, etc.), the proposed pesticides to be sprayed 
(different pesticides have different spraying restrictions based on the manufacturer’s 
approved application rates), and several other factors that may influence environmental 
effects of pesticide application. As there are a large number of factors that influence the 
possible restrictions placed on aerial application of pesticides, an absolute statement of 
no spraying within 0.25 mile is not reasonable. There are several options available to 
farmers so they may not have new spraying restrictions placed on them by their 
Agricultural Commissioner. For example, the farmer could change the pesticides they 
are proposing to use that have fewer restrictions; they could also plant a different variety 
of crops adjacent to the HST that does not require the application of pesticides with 
spraying restrictions. 

The Authority recognizes that possible changes to current ground or aerial spraying 
practice as a result of the HST may reduce the productivity of a farmer’s remaining 
property. Those possible impacts would be taken into account by the appraiser at the 
time of right-of-way acquisition, and any diminution in value to a property owner’s 
remaining parcel(s) will be estimated by the appraiser through the appraisal process. 
This involves appraising the remainder as it contributes to the whole property value 
before acquisition, then appraising the remainder in the after condition as a separate 
parcel as though the project was constructed, and including any estimated damages to 
the remainder parcels, such as, cost of re-establishing irrigation systems, replacing 
wells, providing buffers for aerial spraying, etc. The difference between these “before” 
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and “after” values is termed as severance damages and will reflect any loss in value 
for the remainder parcels due to the construction in the manner proposed. 

Land that may be affected by new ground or aerial application restrictions would still be 
used by the farmer for agricultural purposes, as would new turning areas at the end of 
crop rows. Therefore, there is no conversion of agricultural land from project impacts to 
current aerial spraying practices; however, it is an economic hardship in terms of 
reduced production for remaining parcels of a farm. As is the case with removing land 
planted in crops for use as equipment turning lanes, the need to provide a buffer for crop 
spraying will be analyzed and addressed at the appraisal stage with input from the 
property owners and managers, and experts in the field. 

As a result of implementation of existing regulations on ground and aerial application of 
pesticides and herbicides there is no potential for the project to adversely affect human 
health to a greater extent than existing conditions. Further, even if changes are 
necessary in current ground or aerial application approaches for a particular site, such 
changes will not result in the conversion of agricultural land. Therefore, the project will 
not have an adverse effect. 

In April 2013, the Authority reached an agreement with agricultural interests on 
mitigation of agricultural land impacts for the Merced to Fresno Section of the HST 
System (Authority 2013). Under that agreement, the Authority will acquire agricultural 
conservation easements for its impact on Important Farmland (i.e., land classified as 
prime farmland, farmland of statewide importance, farmland of local importance, and 
unique farmland) at the following ratios: 

• Important Farmland converted to nonagricultural uses either by direct commitment of 
the land to project facilities or by the creation of remnant parcels that cannot be 
economically farmed will be mitigated at a ratio of 1:1. 

• Where HST project facilities would create a remnant parcel of 20 acres or less in size, 
the acreage of that remnant parcel will be mitigated at a ratio of 1:1. 

• An area 25 feet wide bordering Important Farmland converted to nonagricultural uses 
by project facilities (not counting remnant parcels) will be mitigated at a ratio of 0.5:1. 


1032-230 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-AG-03. 

Please see Section 3.14.3 in the Final EIR/EIS for more information on the remnant 
parcel analysis. The numbers in Table 3.14-9 were generated using the Natural 
Resources Conservation Service (NRCS) form CPA-106, which was calculated in 
conjunction with NRCS. The identification of remnant parcels that were too small to farm 
was made by right-of-way experts with experience in acquisition of agricultural lands. 
The number of remnant parcels and their total acreage are provided in Section 3.14. 

The analysis used a conservative approach to determine whether or not a parcel was 
determined to be remnant. All remnant parcels will be reanalyzed once the right-of-way 
process begins, and the right-of-way agents will work with the farmers to determine 
whether or not a parcel is farmable. 

In April 2013, the Authority reached an agreement with agricultural interests on 
mitigation of agricultural land impacts for the Merced to Fresno Section of the HST 
System (Authority 2013). Under that agreement, the Authority will acquire agricultural 
conservation easements for its impact on Important Farmland (i.e., land classified as 
prime farmland, farmland of statewide importance, farmland of local importance, and 
unique farmland) at the following ratios: 

• Important Farmland converted to nonagricultural uses either by direct commitment of 
the land to project facilities or by the creation of remnant parcels that cannot be 
economically farmed will be mitigated at a ratio of 1:1. 

• Where HST project facilities would create a remnant parcel of 20 acres or less in size, 
the acreage of that remnant parcel will be mitigated at a ratio of 1:1. 

• An area 25 feet wide bordering Important Farmland converted to nonagricultural uses 
by project facilities (not counting remnant parcels) will be mitigated at a ratio of 0.5:1. 

1032-231 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-11. 

The statement from the Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS is an explanation of some of 
the factors that led to rejection of an alignment that remains solely within existing 
transportation corridors. 
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Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-AG-03, FB-Response-GENERAL-01. 

The activities described in the excerpted section of the Revised DEIR/Supplemental 
DEIS are part of the FIST project, and are not mitigation measures. Therefore, they are 
not subject to the provisions described in the comment. Section 3.14.6 describes a 
number of project design features, including establishment of a parcel consolidation 
program to assist in the sale of remnant parcels to nearby property owners, and the 
Authority has committed to working with property owners during the process of acquiring 
right-of-way to resolve access issues, where possible. The Authority is committed to 
these activities as integral parts of its project. They will be implemented at the time of 
property acquisition in the case of the resolution of access issues with landowners, 
which will be in advance of final project design, and after property acquisition in the case 
of the consolidation program. 

In April 2013, the Authority reached an agreement with agricultural interests on 
mitigation of agricultural land impacts for the Merced to Fresno Section of the FIST 
System (Authority 2013). Under that agreement, the Authority will acquire agricultural 
conservation easements for its impact on Important Farmland (i.e., land classified as 
prime farmland, farmland of statewide importance, farmland of local importance, and 
unique farmland) at the following ratios: 

• Important Farmland converted to nonagricultural uses either by direct commitment of 
the land to project facilities or by the creation of remnant parcels that cannot be 
economically farmed will be mitigated at a ratio of 1:1. 

• Where HST project facilities would create a remnant parcel of 20 acres or less in size, 
the acreage of that remnant parcel will be mitigated at a ratio of 1:1. 

• An area 25 feet wide bordering Important Farmland converted to nonagricultural uses 
by project facilities (not counting remnant parcels) will be mitigated at a ratio of 0.5:1. 

1032-233 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-01, FB-Response-GENERAL-04, 
FB-Response-SO-01. 

The situations of individual properties are not the same. Further, the project's design is 
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undergoing additional refinement, so its effect on a given property cannot be known with 
certainty at this time. The Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS makes a good faith effort at 
disclosing impacts, however the Authority's ability to resolve all issues cannot be 
guaranteed. The Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS discloses that fact in the cited 
statement. This issue has been addressed in the Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS to 
the extent possible without resorting to speculation. 

The Authority will pay fair market value for all properties taken, mitigating impacts to 
farmers through removal of farmland from production. Fair market value takes into 
account the value of the land, the improvements on the land, as well as the future 
income the land and improvements can generate. The Authority will take responsibility 
for identifying adjacent landowners and selling them the land, if they are willing buyers. 
This process is described in the project design features identified in Section 3.14.6 and 
will be implemented as an integral feature of the project. It is not a mitigation measure 
and is not subject to the provisions for mitigation measures described in the comment. 

1032-234 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-AG-05. 

The Authority formed an agricultural working group to assist the Authority on agricultural 
issues. The working group is composed of representatives from universities, 
government agencies, and agri-business. The group completed a white paper on 
pesticide use impacts in 2012 (this paper is on the Authority's website). That white paper 
reports there would be no need for new spraying regulations around the FIST, as it 
would be treated like any other transportation corridor. 

The white paper "Induced Wind Impacts" examined the potential for airflow from the 
train to create wind. It found that the induced wind speed would be 2.3 miles per hour at 
30 feet from the train, not 10 to 15 mph as claimed in the comment. These induced wind 
speeds are comparable to and under the meteorological data for daily average wind 
speed from both the Merced and Fresno airport reporting stations. In other words, the 
FIST produces no additional wind beyond typical existing conditions. The FIST right-of- 
way standard when at grade is 100 feet wide with the two tracks being centered and 
16.5 feet apart. The distance of 30 feet falls well within the HST right-of-way. 
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Note that HST trainsets are very streamlined and applicable and are not directly 
comparable to the wind effects of a typical freight train, even at higher speed. The 
typical HST trainset is sealed, with windows that cannot be opened, and no gaps 
between cars. If pesticide applicators apply pesticides adjacent to the HST in 
accordance with the existing regulations there should be no liability. If they fail to meet 
those regulations, the applicator would be liable for damages. 

Documented personal communications with an expert is a valid type of reference and is 
commonly used in CEQA and NEPA practice. 

1032-235 

The Authority formed an agricultural working group to assist the Authority on agricultural 
issues. The working group is composed of representatives of universities, government 
agencies, and agri-business. The group completed a white paper on pesticide use 
impacts in 2012 (this paper is on the Authority's website). That white paper reports the 
following. 

At the present time there are numerous railways that traverse the San Joaquin Valley. 
Additionally, the Valley has established interstate and state freeways, highways, and 
local roadways which include their respective rights-of-way and are all considered 
"transportation corridors." Transportation corridors are recognized as a part of the 
overall environment of the Valley. Regulations already exist relating to pesticide use in 
or near transportation corridors. 

A new railway represents either a new impediment (where none previously existed) to 
customary agricultural practices or is an augmentation to an already existing 
transportation corridor footprint. Parcels where the new railway is proposed to be 
constructed, adjacent and parallel to an established transportation corridor, create a 
wider footprint to an existing corridor that is already subject to the protections prescribed 
in current pesticide use regulations. Growers with crops next to a widened transportation 
corridor will be managing their pesticide applications with the same use restrictions that 
were previously implemented because they were near an existing corridor. 


1032-235 

Growers in the path of the railway where the route leaves an established transportation 
corridor and creates a new corridor across their farmland will be subject to the 
implementation of existing regulatory restrictions depending on conditions and 
circumstances of the type of pesticide being used. All that would be new to the grower 
would be the enforcement of existing regulations for conditions that did not exist before 
the construction of the rail line through their property. 

Choices of crops or livestock to produce would be influenced more by forces outside of 
a high-speed train than the train itself. Similarly, the choice of what pesticide to use for 
any particular need should not be influenced by a high-speed train any more than 
already exists for any other transportation corridor in the locality. The expectation of 
pesticide regulators would be that any pesticide application be made in compliance 
with all applicable laws, regulations, and conditions. 

As to the question about buffer zones, their use will only be required where such 
safety protocol is called for when making an application adjacent to a transportation 
corridor. There are no buffer zones specifically addressing passenger trains; therefore, a 
passenger train traveling at a high rate of speed does not create a need for a buffer 
zone different from those already established. 

The Fresno to Bakersfield Section is 114 miles long and construction would not occur 
along its entire length all at once. Construction would occur throughout the year, while 
aerial spraying is typically concentrated during the growing season. Therefore, there will 
be many locations where spraying will take place where there are no project 
construction crews on the ground. Where construction and an adjacent landowner's 
plans for aerial spraying overlap, it is expected that the landowner and construction 
contractor can typically coordinate their schedules so both activities can be 
accommodated. The commenter's assumption that "there will be multiple claims" against 
aerial appliers is speculative. 

1032-236 

Both the Kings/Tulare Regional Station-East Alternative and the Kings/Tulare Regional 
Station-West Alternative are analyzed in detail in the Revised DEIR/Supplemental 
DEIS and depicted in simulations (the East Alternative is depicted on Figure 3.16-42, 
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and the West Alternative is depicted on Figure 3.16-55). 

1032-237 

Both the Kings/Tulare Regional Station-East Alternative and the Kings/Tulare Regional 
Station-West Alternative are analyzed in detail in the Revised DEIR/Supplemental 
DEIS and depicted in simulations (the East Alternative is depicted on Figure 3.16-42, 
and the West Alternative is depicted on Figure 3.16-55). 

1032-238 

This sentence was an error and has been removed in the Final EIR/EIS. 

1032-239 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-03. 

The growth-inducement analysis in the Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS considered 
the potential for people to move from the coast to less-expensive housing in the Central 
Valley, including commuters. However, the future conditions necessary to identify the 
sites where such commuters might live—including the location of employment centers, 
types of employment, range of salaries, price of fuel, regional and local land use plans 
and regulations—are unknown. Therefore, projecting the extent and specific locations of 
growth resulting from relocations from the coast would be a speculative endeavor and 
has not been undertaken. 

Some commenters assert that the shortened travel time between the San Joaquin 
Valley, with its relatively low housing costs, and the Bay Area and Los Angeles Basin, 
which both have higher salaries and higher housing costs, would result in substantial 
numbers of coastal residents moving to the Central Valley and commuting to work on 
the HST System. However, travel time alone does not determine a reasonable commute 
mode and commute distance. Willingness to relocate to save housing costs is a function 
of housing cost, the quality of available housing (including quality of schools), commute 
time, and cost of the daily commute. The HST System would not be a below-market- 
cost, subsidized commuter rail service; instead, it would provide rapid long-distance 
travel, priced at commercial market rates. HST fares are expected to be tied to typical 
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airplane fares. The cost of the fares will discourage relocation and a daily commute to 
and from the Bay Area and the Los Angeles Basin. 

1032-240 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-01, FB-Response-GENERAL-03. 

The Statewide Program EIR/EIS (Authority and FRA 2005) is available on the 
Authority's website. The documents were available for public review at the time they 
were prepared in draft form. Since 2005, environmental analysis and corresponding 
section-specific design work have continued on portions of the HST System, including 
refinement of the alternative alignments and station locations identified in the 2005 
Statewide Program EIR/EIS. The Final EIR/EIS for the Fresno to Bakersfield Section is 
not reliant on old data. To the contrary, the Final EIR/EIS for the project analyzes the 
environmental impacts, both adverse and beneficial, of implementing the HST System 
between Fresno and Bakersfield based on more-detailed project planning and 
engineering and current environmental information. The analysis therefore tiers from the 
earlier decision and analysis contained in the Program (Tier 1) EIR/EISs, but also relies 
on current information to provide more site-specific detail and design as well as more 
detailed analysis of the potential environmental impacts of the Fresno to Bakersfield 
Section of the HST System than was presented in the Program EIR/EISs. 

1032-241 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-03. 

The San Joaquin Valley Blueprint is specifically mentioned in Section 1.3.1 of the 
EIR/EIS and discussed throughout the other chapters of Volume I regarding issues of 
higher-density development. The Blueprint is a voluntary guide to future regional 
development; its provisions are not mandatory. Therefore, the land use pattern 
described in the Blueprint's adopted Scenario B+ is not binding on city and county 
decision-makers. The Blueprint does not have a level of importance to the 
environmental analysis beyond any other plan or document referenced in the EIR/EIS to 
warrant its inclusion as an appendix to the EIR/EIS. It is readily available online at 
http://www.valleyblueprint.org/ or in print at the Authority's offices for those who wish to 
review it. 
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Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-03, FB-Response-GENERAL-14. 

For information on new job creation and the resulting impacts on the regional economy, 
see Impact SO #5 - Temporary Construction Employment, and SO #13 - Employment 
Growth, in Section 3.12, Socioeconomics, Communities, and Environmental Justice, of 
the Final EIR/EIS. See also Section 5.1.2 of the Community Impact Assessment 
Technical Report for more detailed information about short-term and long-term job 
creation (Authority and FRA 2012h). 

1032-243 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-01, FB-Response-GENERAL-04. 

The discussion referenced by the commenter is in the context of agricultural land 
indirectly converted for urban uses as a result of project-induced growth. The EIR/EIS 
conclusion is correct in that county and city general plans already anticipate the 
conversion of substantial amounts of agricultural land in the future to accommodate 
urban and suburban development. 

The comment refers to the separate issue of direct conversion resulting from the 
installation of the FIST System. As described in EIR/EIS Volume I Section 3.14, 
Agricultural Lands, and throughout the entire EIR/EIS, the project would have a direct 
effect on agricultural production through conversion of agricultural land and agricultural 
operations in Fresno, Kings, Tulare, and Kern counties and a resultant indirect effect on 
the agricultural economy. See Impact AG#4 in Volume I Section 3.14 for information on 
the permanent conversion of agricultural land; see Mitigation Measure AG-1 in Volume I 
Section 3.14 for measures to preserve the total amount of prime farmland. 

1032-244 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-12, FB-Response-GENERAL-13, 
FB-Response-LU-03. 

The Kings/Tulare Regional Station (whether considering the East Alternative or the West 
Alternative) is not consistent with the general plans of either Kings County or the City of 


1032-244 

Hanford; nor is the Kings/Tulare Regional Station discussed in the San Joaquin Valley 
Blueprint. The site for the West Alternative is in line with urbanization trends in the 
Hanford area; the site for the East Alternative, by contrast, is surrounded by agricultural 
land. Development of this station would reinforce the importance of Hanford as a 
transportation hub, but would not result in higher-density development in the city's 
downtown. As discussed in Section 3.13, Station Planning, Land Use, and 
Development, of the Final EIR/EIS, either of the Kings/Tulare Regional Station sites 
would change the pattern and intensity of the use of the land and would be incompatible 
with adjacent land uses. The presence of a station at either site would likely result in 
unplanned changes in the use of existing adjacent land. 

1032-245 

Appendix A of the Community Impact Assessment Technical Report prepared for the 
Fresno to Bakersfield EIR/EIS (Authority and FRA 2012) includes a complete description 
of the methodologies used for the analysis of project-related job creation. This technical 
report is available for review on the Authority's website for the Fresno to Bakersfield 
EIR/EIS. 

1032-246 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-03. 

The 2007 analysis by Cambridge Systematics, Inc., cited in Section 3.18, Regional 
Growth, of the EIR/EIS indicates that with the HST project there is a small 
(approximately 3%) incremental effect on population growth compared with the 
forecasted growth in the Central Valley (Cambridge Systematics 2007). Section 3.13, 
Station Planning, Land Use, and Development, of the EIR/EIS discusses the effect of 
the permanent conversion of land for the project, including HST-induced population 
growth. 

1032-247 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-03. 
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Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-03, FB-Response-LU-03. 

The land use impacts of the Kings/Tulare Regional Station (whether considering the 
East Alternative or the West Alternative) are discussed in Section 3.13, Station 
Planning, Land Use and Development, of the EIR/EIS. Neither alternative station is 
consistent with the general plans of either Kings County or the City of Hanford; nor is the 
Kings/Tulare Regional Station discussed in the San Joaquin Valley Blueprint. The site of 
the West Alternative is in line with urbanization trends in the Hanford area; the site of the 
East Alternative, by contrast, is surrounded by agricultural land. Development of this 
station would reinforce the importance of Hanford as a transportation hub, but would not 
result in higher-density development in the city’s downtown. As discussed in Section 
3.13, Station Planning, Land Use, and Development, of the Final EIR/EIS, either of the 
Kings/Tulare Regional Station sites would change the pattern and intensity of the use of 
the land and would be incompatible with adjacent land uses. The presence of a station 
at either site would be likely to result in unplanned changes in the use of existing 
adjacent land. 
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770 I. Street. Suite 800 
Sacramento. California 95814 


Subject: ( KOA/NEPA Comments Concerning the DEIR/EIS for the Proposed Fresno to 
Bakersfield Section of the California High Speed Rail Project 


1033-2 

1033-3 


DIER/FJS nor twnrove anv preferred alternative until the comments provided are addr eyed 
ami a adequate am! comprehensive DFIR/F.IS is prepa red anil circulated for public review 
ami comment. 

I would also like to caution the Authority that under my review 1 along with many others who 
attempted to read, comprehend and respond to this DEIR/EIS were unable to complete a lull 
review. This hefty document presented a significant time commitment that simply could not be 
met when combined with my daily work schedule and other commitment. One of those 
commitments is assisting other landowners w ith their ability to read and comprehend this very 
technical document. The Authority should be prepared to accept, address and respond to future 
comments that I may submit as my review will continue beyond the deadline ot October 19, 
2012 set by the Authority. 
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Dear Chairman Richard and California High Speed Rail Authority Board: 


My name is Aaron Fukuda and my wife and I are landowners within the proposed right-of-way 
for the BNSF Alignment through kings County. My property resides at 7450 Mountain View 
Street. Hanford California (APN 014-920-017) and will be severely impacted to the point where 
1 can no longer live on the property. Our property is uniquely situated in the county affording us 
a rural lifesty le with access to urban amenities in the city of Hanford. Our property and its 
characteristics are not a common commodity w ithin the area and has recently been eliminated by 
Kings County in an attempt to preserve agriculture and minimize rural development. My wife 
and I had planed our future, including our dream home and family around this property. Like 
many other Americans, we have worked hard to enjoy the freedom to achieve our dreams, 
however we find this project and the process by which it is being implemented troubling both for 
our situation and our future, as it infringes upon the rights ol our ownership and dreams without 
the single act of proper notification on behalf of the California High Speed Rail Authority 
(Authority). 


1 am a registered Professional Civil Engineer in the State of California w ith a background in 
project design and construction. My background also includes participation in numerous federal 
and state grant applications and project administration. Included in my daily work is the 
env ironmental review process for the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and the 
National Environmental Protection Action (NEPA). With over 12 years of work experience in 
these areas. I have seen many small and large projects through the design, environmental review 
process and construction. 


The following comments were developed based upon a review of the Draft Environmental 
Impact Report / Env ironmental Impact Statement (DEIR/EIS) for the Fresno to Bakersfield 
section of the California High Speed Rail (HSR) Project. The comments contained in this letter 
wit! enumerate the numerous violations of CEQA and SEP.A and provide_clear evidence that 

the in formation provided in the DEIR/EIS does n ot comply h ith CEQA or VEPL Therefo r e , 

under the guidelines and requirements of SEP, t and CEQA the California High Speed Rt ti l 

Authority (Authority) and the Federal Railroa d Administration (ERA) may not approve the 
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1033-51 

1033-61 

1033-71 

1033-81 

1033-91 
1033-10 

1033-11 | 
1033-121 


GENERAL CEQA/NEPA FINDINGS 

The intent of CEQA is to ensure that state and local agencies consider the environmental impacts 
of their decisions when approving a public or private project. Per my analysis and findings the 

following can be concluded in regards to CEQA: . 

1. The DEIR/EIS does not properly describe the current setting in which the project will be 
imposed upon. Missing information, incorrect descriptions and failure to identify 
features arc all features the DEIR/EIS contains. I herefore the decision makers and 
public cannot appropriately ascertain the level of impacts or significance. 

2. I he DEIR/EIS docs not appropriately disclose to decision makers and the public the 
significant environmental effects of the HSR Project. 

3. The DEIR/EIS docs not provide ways to avoid or reduce environmental damage when an 
impact is identified. 

4. The DEIR/EIS docs not prevent environmental damage by analyzing feasible alternatives 
or mitigation measures. 

5. The DEIR/EIS has failed to foster interagency coordination in the review of the project. 

6. The DIER/EIS has failed to enhance the public participating in the planning process. 

The intent of NEPA is to help public officials make decisions based on the understanding ot 
environmental consequences and take actions that protect, restore and enhance the environment. 
Per my analy sis and finding the following can be concluded in regards to NEPA: 

1. The information prov ided does not prov ide an accurate representation of the project or 
the impacts, therefore misleading the decision maker and public. 

2. There is an imbalanced review of the significant environmental impacts and a lack ol 
reasonable alternatives which could avoid impacts or enhance the quality of the human 
environment. 

3. The project does not realistically provide alternatives that can address impacts. Many so- 
called alternatives simply have the same impacts in a different location. 

4. The DEIR/EIS was not fully vetted through coordination with local agencies to ensure 
that local policies and programs were not in conflict with the project. 
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1033-13 


1033-14 


1033-15 


DEIR/EIS COMMENTS 

1. THE DEIR/EIS FAILED TO PROVIDE A MEANINGFUL AND APPROPRIATE 
PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD 

The Authority originally released the DEIR/EIS on July 20. 2012 for a 60-day public review 
period, which was soon extended to a 90-day review period leaving the public review to close on 
October 19.2012. The Authority publically applauded the initial release of the document touting 
it as a generous review period for the public, which for typical public works project would be 
appropriate, however for the si/e and scope of this project and the DEIR/EIS, it is simply 
unrealistic to expect an effective public comment period to take place within 90 days. 

Several observations would lead anyone, including decision makers to conclude that the public 
was not afforded the appropriate lime lo analyze and comment on this project. Ihe complete 
DEIR/EIS is approximately 15,000 pages of documents, which translates to reading and 
comprehending approximately 167 pages per day. If the average reader can read and 
comprehend approximately 200 words per minute, and the average number o! words per page in 
the DEIR/EIS is approximately 600 (verified by sampling various pages in the DEIR/EIS for 
word count), then the average reader would take 3 minutes per page to read and comprehend. It 
should be noted that this docs not include the time needed to take notes or provide comments. A 
decision maker or the public reading the document would therefore need approximately 500 
minutes per day (3 minutes x 167 pages) to completely read all the materials in the DEIR/EIS. 
This translates to 8.33 hours per day required to read and compre hend the DEIR/EIS 

I he normal working public in their attempt to read and comprehend the DEIR/EIS would have to 
an entire new workday within each day to accomplish reading the entire DEIR/EIS. I he 
Authority further complicated the ability to afford the public a realistic review by releasing the 
DEIR/EIS during the summer season when many farmers in the Central Valiev are working long 
hours to raise their crops, and more specifically the review period coincided w ith the harvest of 
many agricultural commodities including raisins (August), almonds (September), walnuts 
(September/October), silage com (August. September. October), pistachios (September), and 
alfalfa (August/September/October). Landowners and farmers have had a difficult time 
accommodating enough time towards their normal work duties and reviewing and analyzing the 
DEIR/EIS. 

What the above analysis docs not include is the ability to read, correlate and comprehend 
thousands of pages included in the Technical Reports or the need to read previous documents 
such as the Program EIR/EIS which was conducted in 2005. These issues along with a request to 
extend the comment period to a 180 day review period was sent to the Authority on October 4. 
2012 (Sec Attachment A). Given these reasons and numerous others that have all been 
highlighted to the Authority in public meetings and letters, the Authority severely restricted the 
ability of the public to fairly participate in the public review process. The DEIR /EIS should he 
revised based upon the comments provided and re-rele ased for another 180-day review period, 

therefore allowine the ntthlic a total of 180 days to review Ihe entire revised DEIR/EIS. 
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1033-17 


1033-18 


1033-19 


2. THE DEIR/EIS IS BASED UPON INCOMPLETE DESIGN AND REVIEW 
PARAMETERS 

I he DEIR/EIS is based upon 15% construction plans and a failure of the Authority to meet w ith 
landowners to discuss impacts, including environmental impacts. Ihe Authority and its 
consultants have only obtained 15% of the information needed to proceed w ith this project 
leaving the other 85% to be determined at a later day. CEQA and NEPA ask that the lead agency 
making a discretionary decision about a project weight the impacts, mitigation and benefits to 
determine an appropriate level of significance and appropriately choose a project alternative. 
Basing the largest infrastructure project in the State of California and potentially the nation on 
15% design plans is simply irresponsible and tails to ensure that the principles and protections 
afforded in CEQA and NEPA are met. The DEIR/EIS cannot ensure that the decisions made 
based on this document comply w ith the law under CEQA and NEPA. 


As evidenced in this comment letter and numerous others submitted, the DEIR/EIS is 
significantly deficient in the information required to make an appropriate determination of the 
baseline conditions, potential impacts and subsequent mitigation measures. Information 
regarding biological impacts, facility impacts, groundwater dcepwell impacts, utility impacts and 
social impacts have all been disregarded by the DEIR/EIS. Soil studies required to determine 
the integrity of the project alignment have been left to be conducted at a later date. Biological 
investigations including surveys of endangered species and special status species have been 
deferred to a later date. Analy sis of hy drologic impacts including potential to Hood have been 
ignored. Traffic studies around road closures and changes in road alignments have not been 
conducted. This list of missing information only represents a small fraction of the data that is 
required in CEQA and NEPA to make determinations and a decision on the least impactivc 
alternative, however remain elusive to the DEIR/EIS. 

Other agencies such as the United States Army Corp ot Engineers (USAC E) require a certain 
level of design plans to make appropriate determinations of impacts. I he following statement is 
taken from page B-5 of the Memorandum of U nderstanding signed between the USACE. TRA 
and Authority regarding the HSR Project': 

“A 60 percent or greater engineering design as well as any additional information s/iecifted in the (at 
October 23. 2006. CECIV-PB Memorandum for Major Subordinate Commands SUBJECT: Policy anti 
Procedural Guidance for the Approval of Modification ami Alteration of Corps of Engineer Projects and 
(h) November /". 200$. CECW-PB Memorandum from the Director of CM! U'orks titled t larifkation 
Guidance on the Policy ami Procedural Guidance for the Approval of Modifications and Alteration of 
Corps of Engineers Projects " is required for a USAC F. District lo provide a preliminary 
recommendation." 

The MOU highlights the substantial level of detail required for other agencies to provide an 
analysis and recommendation. It should also be noted that per the cited documents, the USACE 


' Memorandum of Understanding. United States Department of t ransportation. Federal Railroad Administration. 
California High-Speed Rail Authority. United States Environmental Protection Agency. United States Army Corp of 
Engineers. Integration Process for the California High-Speed Train Program. November 2010 
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1033-19 1 cannot perform a legitimate analysis of the DEIR/EIS nor prov ide a recommendation towards the 

i east Damaging Project Alternative (I EDPA) without design plans at the 60H level* 

1033-20 

The public and the decision makers have been forced to assess the environmental, social and 
economic impacts of this monumental project on the faintest quantity of information the 
Authority could muster. The formal, information provided, and lack of clarity on issues forces 
one to believe that this project-level EIR/EIS is more suitable to being used as a programmatic* 
levcl EIR/EIS. Once this document is approved the Authority should move into higher levels of 
detail to ensure under CEQA and NEPA that the appropriate level of detail and analysis of the 
project is obtained. The DEIR/EIS cannot be accepted as a certified document until all studies 
and anal>sis are conducted that would yield the public and Authority the appropriate level of 
detail to ascertain the significance of the impacts and the feasibility and effectiveness of 
mitigation measures proposed to address impacts. 


1033-21 


1033-221 
1033-23 

1033-24 

1033-25 


3. THE DEIR/EIS FAIL TO PROVIDE A REASONABLE AND COMPLETE 
PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

The DEIR/EIS fails to provide a clear and concise Project Description for the public to clearly 
understand the nature of the project. Courts have clearly recognized the need for an accurate, 
stable and finite project description (County of Inyo v. Yorty (1973) 32 Cal.App.3d 95.B10). A 
comprehensive evaluation of the env ironmental ramifications ol a project can only be achie\ed if 
a comprehensive project description is provided to the public in the DEIR/EIS. All current 
standards for environmental review require the DEIR/EIS to asses the following: 

1. The precise location and boundaries of the proposed project. 

2. A clear written statement of the projects objectives, including the underlying purpose of 
the project. 

3. A general description of the project’s technical, economic and environmental 
characteristics. 

The DEIR/EIS docs not prov ide a clear distinction of the boundaries that apply to the project. 

The DEIR/EIS makes clear the impacts that were analyzed pertain to the alignment and the 
various right-of-way w idths required, but fails to clearly identify the ancillary appurtenances that 
arc a part of the project. These other features that are required but not clearly denoted as a 
project component in include 1) overpass structures. 2) underpass structures. 3) overhead 
catemary sy stem. 3) electrical power distribution system. 4) communication towers. 5) electrical 
buildings, and 6) access points to the alignment. 

The DEIR/EIS also fails to include remnant parcels created by the alignment as impacted areas, 
therefore requiring them to be pan of the project. As the project fragments properties the 
DEIR/EIS explains that they will be obtained and mitigated for. however they are not included in 
the project description. The DEIR/EIS also intertwines new project component as the document 
progresses, yet they arc not included in the Project Description. For example the project includes 
the removal of existing transportation services such as the Corcoran. Wasco and Hanford Amtrak 
stations, yet they are not discussed in the Project Description. 


1033-26 


1033-27 


1033-28 


The objectives of this project are not clearly slated and often become contradicted as the 
DEIR/EIS tries to navigate through the explanation of what is going to be built and what is going 
to be the outcome of the project. The DEIR/EIS makes no distinction of the lack of funding 
required to complete what is described in the Project Description. I herefore. the DEIR/EIS fails 
to properly describe the objectives. The DEIR/EIS then continues to introduce various other 
objectives, leading the public to believe that there are multiple uses of this project. The 
introduction of Amtrak service on the HSR project alignment leads the reader to confuse the 
intent of the project as a high-speed rail service or an improved Amtrak service. Given the 
current identified funding, the public and decision makers could conclude that the objective of 
the project is to provide new tracks for the Amtrak service. 

The DEIR/EIS also includes a irrational approach to the objective of placing the HSR Project in 
urban setting to encourage Transportation Oriented IXsign projects and a more efficient 
transportation system for the State of California. The DEIR/EJS lauds this as a project objective 
and acclaims the benefits, yet quickly and briefly address the wandering alignments through 
Kings County. I he proposed alignments through Kings County place the alignment several 
miles outside of Hanford, and place the "potential" Kings/I ulare HSR station several miles trom 
any urban development or downtown center. It actually has a devastating impact on the 
community of Hanford by removing Amtrak service to downtown Hanford. 


4. FAILURE TO ADDRESS AMTRAK SERVICE AS A COMPONENT OF THE 
PROJECT 

The DEIR/EIS explains that the section of track that is being installed will not be utilized to 
operate the Amtrak service called the San Joaquin in the following statement: 

The interim use of the IOS first construction track for upgraded Amtrak service could have environmental 
impacts that differ from those analysed in this EIR/EIS However, there are no plans for this service at 
this time and such plans will require future cooperative agreements between the Authority ami entities 
associated with operation of the Amtrak San Jtuu/uin service. As a result, the operational characteristics 
of that interim use are unknown at this time and an analysis would be speculate. For that reason, 
interim use has not been amdvzed in this EIR-EIS, Service u/tgrodes for the Amtrak San Joacfuin sers ice 
and its potential for environmental impacts would be assessed, as appropriate, by the operating agency 
before the initiation of tlkit service. 

This statement is contradictory to the details outlined in the Revised 2012 Business Plan which 
was approved by the Authority in April 2012. In this document the Authority clearly outlines 
that the section will become operational with the San Joaquin Amtrak Service traveling on the 
corridor. The Revised 2012 Business Plan 2 states the following: 

The segment will become operational by allowing ( allrans to operate expanded San Joaquin service 
between Bakersfield am! Merced cm the first IOS section To achieve this, track connections would be 
built to connect to the B\SF Railway line at the northern ami southern ends of the first constructed 
segment. Relatiselv minor investments would he made in rail systems (signaling. /tositive train control ) 


' See Revised 2012 Business Plan. Page 2-14. 
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1033-30 


1033-31 


1033-32 


and oilier investments to augment the ha\e infrastructure so that the San Joaquin service can operate on 
it. Combined with improvements described earlier, this would allow trains to travel at speeds up to 125 
mph or more in the Central Valley, which would reduce travel limes on the San Joaquin service between 
Northern and Southern California already one of Amtrak * five busiest corridors in rite country by at 
feast 45 minutes atu! likely well over one luntr. 

The HSR Project relies upon the ability to place Amtrak service on this section of track to obtain 
federal funding under the "independent utility" clause of the FRA. Given that the Amtrak 
service is being utilized as a component of the project to meet the "independent utility" clause, 
the DEIR/EIS should recognize it as a component of the project. 

As a component of the project, the placement of Amtrak serv ice on the newly placed HSR 
project should be analyzed for its environmental impacts, rhe DEIR/EIS recognizes that impacts 
will occur and further indicates that they would be different that those under HSR service. 
California law clearly indicates that projects cannot be segmented by limiting the analysis of 
proposed actions (and their effects) to discrete issues or geographic regions. CEQA requires that 
the DEIR/EIS must describe in its entirety the project, including all "reasonable and foreseeable" 
future actions (14 Cal. Code Regs. f 15378. Thomas v Peterson. 753 h.2d 754. 758 (9th ( ir 
1985): Laurel Heights. 47 Cat. 3d. 376-395 (1988)). The omission of key pans of a project from 
an EIR analysis serves to hide potential important ramifications of a project from the view of the 
public and the decision maker. Withholding analysis of the potential to utilize Amtrak serv ice on 
this section of track obscures the true aggregated impact of a comprehensive project proposal, 
and undermines the core goals of CEQA and NEPA. which ensure the sustainable development 
of a environmentally sensitive surrounding for both humans and nature. 

California case law supports the inclusion of Amtrak service as foreseeable action under the case 
of San Joaquin Raptor Society v. ('ounty of Stanislaus. In this case the Court rejected an E1R for 
a large subdivision for failure to include the plans and analysis for a nearby water treatment 
facility that was to service the subdivision. The Court found that the EIR. which did not contain 
any information about the water treatment plan knowingly omitted the analysis and had 
artificially segmented the project. It was determined that the treatment plant was a toresecable 
component of the subdivision. Therefore, the Court ordered the EIR to analy ze the subdivision 
and the treatment plan together within the EIR. Under this case the potential for Amtrak to 
become a passenger rail service on the installed alignment should be fully analyzed in the 
DEIR/EIS. 

California case law has also clearly determined the process in determining what is a 'foreseeable 
action" within an EIR analysis. In the case Laurel Heights. 4~ Cal.3d. 376-398 (1988/. the 
Court determined that the movement of the University of California into building also included 
their future plans to expand the labs. The Court found substantial and credible evidence that the 
University intended to expand in the future and therefore the plans were deemed "reasonably 
foreseeable” consequences of the proposed action and the plans were ordered to be included in 
the EIR. Under these circumstances the Authority has clearly stated within the Revised 2012 
Business Plan that the Amtrak service (commonly referred to as the San Joaquins) will be 
operated between Merced and Fresno on the Initial Operation Section (IOS). ol which the Fresno 
to Bakersfield section of track is located. Other sources have also identified the utilization ol 
Amtrak on the HSR Project, including Californians Advocating for Responsible Rail Design 


(CARRD). which has clearly pointed out the involvement of the Amtrak service as a part of the 
communications between the Authority and the FRA. 

At a federal level the inclusion of the Amtrak service on the HSR project is more critical. The 
Center for Environmental Quality (CEQ) guidelines require agencies to implement an expanded 
scope of review for cases that inv olve two or move connections, cumulativ e and similar actions 
within a single EIS (40C.F.R. $ 1508.25: Thomas. 7 53 F.2dal 758-59). These guidelines 
indicate that where one action would be "irrational or at least unwise" to undertake without the 
other, the actions are connected and therefore must be analyzed. Therefore under NPF.A the 
agency should analy ze the impact from both project components together. As the Authority 
wishes to use the Amtrak serv ice to gain "independent utility" it is critical for the DEIR/EIS to 
provide a full analysis of it impacts within the document. If the DEIR/EIS fails to analyze the 
Amtrak Service as a part of this project, the ability to use the track need to be fully analyzed at a 
later date, and "independent utility" cannot be guaranteed. Without a guarantee of "independent 
utility " the Authority cannot access Federal funds for this project. 

As was proven, under CEQA and NEPA the law requires the DE IR/EIS to analy ze the impacts of 
Amtrak Passenger serv ice if it is being proposed as a potential alternative to be implemented on 
the project rails. 


1033-331 

1033 - 34 1 
1033-351 

1033-36 

1033-371 
1033-381 


5. DEIR/EIS FAILS TO PROVIDE AN ADEQUATE ANALYSIS OF, AND 
MITIGATION FOR IMPAC TS OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT 

CEQA requires that for each significant impact the DEIR/EIS must discuss the feasibility of the 
measure to av oid or substantially reduce the project’s significant env ironmental effect. In 
practice the DEIR/EIS should clearly explain the objectives of each mitigation measure, w hich 
include how it will be implemented, who is responsible for its implementation, where it will 
occur and when will it occur. To be considered adequate, mitigation measure should be specific, 
feasible actions that will actually improve adverse environmental conditions. 

The DEIR/EIS fails to provide a sufficient discussion of mitigation measure for significant 
impacts. Many constitute deferral or are otherwise unenforceable due to a local of specific 
standards or a commitment to achieve or maintain those standards. Ihe DEIR/EIS fails to 
provide a general analysis of each mitigation measure identified. Each mitigation measure lacks 
the level of detail required under CEQA and NEPA to fully comprehend the measure being 
proposed and its reality of providing mitigation to an impact. 

The DEIR/EIS fails to provide a sufficient level of detail in identifying mitigation measures, how 
they are implemented, when they are implemented and the outcome of each measure. A realistic 
description of a mitigation measure is key to the CEQA and NEPA process so that the public and 
decision maker have a clear idea of what is being proposed. Often the DEIR/EIS provides 
limited and confusing descriptions of mitigation measures. Most mitigation measure described 
also lack a discussion of how each measure will be carried and on what time Iramc they will be 
carried out. Lastly , there no description w ithin the DEIR/EIS of how each mitigation measure 
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1033-381 

1033-39 
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Most importantly it is unclear within the DEIR/EIS when mitigation measures vs ill be 
implemented. Per the Revised 2012 Business Plan the Authority does not have full access to any 
funding and only has potential to utilized approximately S6 billion in funding. It is unclear 
through the DEIR/EIS what is being funded within the I'resno to Bakersfield section as a pan of 
the authorized S6 billion. The DEIR/EIS should provide a discussion and analysis of the funding 
available and the realization of mitigation measure as key junctures of the project. This in 
essence provides assurance to the public that mitigation measures will be implemented and 
address impacts in a timely fashion. 

The DEIR/EIS as currently presents mitigation measures that do not meet the threshold of 
CEQA. The public and decision makers cannot determine the feasibility of implementing any of 
the mitigation measure, nor their ability to successfully address any significant impacts. ITie 
DEIR/EIS is required to provide the standard level of information required of mitigation 
measures before being approved. 


1033-43 


Since the Programmatic EIR/EIS was approved in 2005 the economic and details surround the 
project have changed. As planned in 2005 the project was to be executed under provisions that 
were later laid out in the Proposition I A, which was put to a vote in 2008 and passed. The 
conditions under which the high-speed rail project were to be carried forth included a dedicated 
high-speed rail system from San Francisco to Los Angeles for approximately $45 billion. Today 
the sy stem is no longer a dedicated high-speed rail sy stem and the cost for the project is liberally 
estimated at S68 billion w ith experts warning that costs could soar upwards to S150 billion. 

The commitments and project components described in the Programmatic EIR/EIS are no longer 
being proposed by the Authority . The Authority recently adopted plans to utilize blended 
systems in the Bay Area and Southern California to appease local concerns over construction ol 
a dedicated track. The adoption of this approach changes the level of service of the HSR system 
and the impacts on a Statewide scale. T herefore the project level DEIR/EIS cannot rely upon the 
Programmatic EIR/EIS for its basis. 


6. THE DECISION TO ELIMINATE THE INTERSTATE 5 AND HICIIWAY 99 
WERE CAPRICIOUS AND ARBITRARY, THEREFORE SHOULD BE 
CONSIDERED AS A VIABLE ALIGNMENT FOR ANALYSIS IN THE 
PROJECT DEIR/EIS 

California Public Resources Code Section 21001 states "The Legislature finds and declares that 
II Is the policy Ol the slate that public agencies should not approve project s as proposed if there 
'033-41 are feasible alternatives Based upon the 2005 Program 1 HUMS the Authority has 

eliminated the analysis of the Interstate 5. Highway 99 and BNSF trough Hanford alternatives. 
Although these alternatives have been capriciously removed from the Draft EIR/EIS process, the 
conditions surrounding California and changes in the project scope and objectives would 
flPOfg ftmher review of these alternatives should be included in the DEIR/EIS. 

1033 42 a) Decisions Based on Program F.1R/KIS >% ere inconsistent with further justifications. 

In Reviewing the Program EIR/EIS it is clear that decisions that eliminated or directed the 
Authority towards a certain alignment were guided by arbitrary and capricious inlormation. For 
example the Program EIR/EIS on page 6A-I6 stated the following: 

"However, these results do not indicate a significant difference between the BNSF and VP alignment 
options that van between 106 to III miles in length. The BNSF option was determined to hose fewer 
potential impacts to flmHipIains (22.116-25.227 linear feet less/, streams t5(H)-S50 linear feet less/... " 

TTiis same analysis was not provided when comparing the Interstate 5 options with the BNSI and 
UP alignment to arrive at a true alternative analy sis. An alignment located on Interstate 5 would 
have significantly few impacts of waterways of the Stale or any critical water features. I he 
alignment along Interstate 5 would also reduce conflicts with floodplains 

1033-431 j,) f on ji|j 0 „ s ;im i circumstances surrounding the high-speed rail project have changed. 
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7 THE AUTHORITY HAS FAILED TO ADDRESS THE EMOTIONAL AND 

PHYSICAL STRESS ASSOCIATED WITH THE IMPLEMENTATION OF THE 
HSR PROJECT 

The Authority has been actively pursuing the HSR project for over 20 years. In the last 5-6 years 
the Authority has been aggressively pursuing this project in an attempt to award contracts and 
begin construction. When the concept of high-speed rail was introduced to citizens around the 
state the economy and the State were enjoying a blossoming economy and were sold the concept 
of high-speed rail between San Francisco and Los Angeles on "transportation corridors' W hat 
has historically and currently been lacking is a transparent and landowner focused approach to 
the implementation of high speed rail in California. 

The HSR project is poised to be the large infrastructure project in the State of California and 
potentially the nation. The project will require large quantities of land and disrupt, if not 
eliminate from existence, significant number of homes and businesses. What has been ignored 
by the Authority , its staff and cadre of consultants is the human nature of the process to take 
personal property and the subsequent emotional and phy sical distress caused to landowners. 
These is a large case study and history surrounding the psychological and phy sical impacts to 
landowners subjected to the eminent domain process. Landowners often leel sadness and ager 
associated with being forced to leave behind many memories and attachments to the land and/or 
home 3 . Landowners associate a sense of safety and comfort as their identity to their property and 
the threat of losing this can cause emotional distress. Ihese factors have been largely ignored y 
the Authority in implementing this project and fails to address the long-term impacts associated 
with large land takings within the DEIR/LIS. 

A brief description of the current atmosphere established by the Authority prior to the release ol 
the DI IR/LIS will help the establish the need for the 1)1 IR/F.IS to address this critical leaturc 
and ensure it is mitigated during the construction and implementation ol high-speed rail service. 

Student Article: The Psychological Cost of Eminent Domain t aking and Just Compensation. 30 Law & Psychol. 
Rev. 215. Jeffrey T. Power. Spring 2006. 
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1033-47 I art) in the outreach program led by the Authority main landowner attended meeting to dfecu» 

the project with Authority consultants, landowners voiced concern and even offered advice, yet 
many walked away with no response and greater levels of frustration. Alignments proposed in 
Spring 2010 were later discovered on January 2011 to be invalid and new alignments were 
created in secrecy by Authority staff and consultants from Spring 2010 to January 2011. The 
public was not notified of a change in alignment until Spring 2011. at which time the public in 
Kings County began to ask critical questions. Comment cards were filled out. questions were 
submitted and an attempt to hold a public question and answer session were done. After the 
minimal effort was pul forth landowners were left with more questions and an immense level of 
frustration. To date, many landowners are still asking the same questions, waiting for a 
semblance of an answer. Comment cards have never been responded to and the Authority 
continues to hold informational only meetings. 

In order to address concerns of local citizens a group of landowners formed a grassroots 
organization. Citizens for California High Speed Rail Accountability, of which I am a Co- 
Chairman address the fears and concerns that landowners I tad. CCHSRA was implemented to 
find answers and provide some comfort to landowners. There was a recognition that people by 
nature will feel threatened w ith eminent loss of property and possessions and left unanswered 
can lead to anger, depression, anxiety and potentially overall physical and mental deterioration. 

As Co-Chairman of the group I have spent number hours talking with people who have shared 
their story of stress and anxiety with the potential to lose land and history, some of which have 
been moved to the point of crying. 1 have received frantic calls from landowners who had 
Authority consultants entering private property without permission. What 1 have come to 
discover is the pow er of an "answer". A questions left unanswered festers into anxiety, anger 
and can manifest itself in depression. 

1033-48 | | lc Authority and its cadre of consultants have maintained a huge separation trom landowners 

that stand to iose property to ensure an emotional disconnect. At every stage of the process 
legitimate concerns have been addressed with the following general category of response: 

1. Your concern will be address in the l* IR/EIS. 

2. Your concern is a right-of-way acquisition question and we cannot talk to you about this 
until we appraise your property. 

3. You will be paid "fair market value" for your property. 

These three responses have been utilized by every staff and consultant w orking on this project. 

In relation to a question submitted by landowners, the reality that three responses address every 
concern is unrealistic and has elevated the anger and frustration of landowners. In the case ot the 
Answer #2.1 have approached the Authority and asked what law says they cannot talk to 
landowners about impacts. Current State and federal law does not allow appraiser or Authority 
staff to enter into property acquisition contracts, however discussions with landowners is not 
forbidden by law. and is actually promoted amongst project advocates to ensure that as many 
impacts and details arc discovered prior to construction. 

1033-491 i [ K . |)i ir | is .lists does a minimal job at addressing environmental justice protocols w ithin 

I CF.QA and NF.PA. therefore concentrating mental stress impacts upon those communities that 
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1033-51 

1033-52 


lack the coping mechanisms that more affluent communities may have. Looking along the 
alignment the only alternatives being proposed impact agricultural land and lower income 
(cn\ ironmental justice) communities. Many of these low income communities have not been 
properly notified and are still learning of the potential to lose their homes. No analysis was done 
by the DEIR/EIS to ensure that relocation efforts or housing stoek met the need of low income 
communities. Often the tools and finances required to be utilized in the taking under eminent 
domain arc not reasonable for low income people. Know ing the eminent domain process and 
ensuring thut all impacts are addressed will induce a great deal of stress and worry amongst the 
low income communities. This is all information y et to be shared w ith most of the low income 
communities along the alignment. 

The description above pertains to the process leading up to the DEIR/EIS and does not take into 
account the process conducted during construction. Given the complete lack ot attention paid to 
personal emotions and concerns while planning the project, the inclusion ot a discussion of the 
emotional and physical health of landowners associated with this project is paramount to a 
complete and effective DF.IR/F.IS. 
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8. THE DEIR/EIS KAILS TO CONTEMPLATE AND DISCUSS THE POTENTIAL 
OUTCOME OF A PARTIAL COMPLETION OF THE PROJECT VERSUS A 
COMPLETED PROJECT 

The DEIR/EIS as stated above docs not provide a clear and concise Project Description, 
therefore the public and decision maker are unclear of what is exactly being proposed for this 
project. Given the current combination of f ederal and State tunding available at this time, the 
Authority only has enough funds to install rolling stock, the associate track bed, and acquire 
right-of-way. It is unclear and highly unlikely that funding is available for the other features 
such as stations, mitigation measure, overpasses, relocation of public utilities and tacilities. 
electrification, communication facilities, traction control system and acquisition ot high-speed 
rail trainsets. The DEIR/EIS however is approached from the vantage that all of this is 
implemented. 

The question becomes when will all of this be implemented, based upon funding and what is the 
potential that the entire project is not realized. A discussion of the timing and realistic ability to 
achieve all phase of the Fresno to Bakersfield section of the track in concert with the entire 
system, and the implementation of high-speed rail service is critical to determining the impacts 
and benefits of this project. 

For example the DEIR/EIS claims that IISR service will drastically improve air quality in the 
stale of California. At the same time the DEIR/EIS recognizes the immense amount of air 
pollution that will be created by the construction of the project. It is estimated that the 
construction of the HSR Project will add as much as 10 million metric tons of Carbon Dioxide 
per year 1 during construction. If the HSR project is unable to attain funding to continue the 
project beyond the Fresno to Bakersfield section, the Central Valley will have a new increase in 


* California High-Speed Rail Will Increase Pollution. Baruch I cigcnbaum. June 14. 2012. 
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1033-541 air quality pollution. I he DEQUI IS does DO! contemplate a failure to achie\ e its projects goals 

I and the impacts that will be encountered. 
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1033-56 


9. DEIR/EIS IMPROPERLY CHARACTERIZES SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS 

I he DEIR/EIS improperly identifies the impacts associated with NEPA in each section utilizing 
a criteria formulated around the term "substantial" versus significance. Traditionally NEPA 
analyzes impacts based upon its potential significance. 1 he use ol the term "substantial 
confuses the public and decision maker. 1 he DEIR/EIS is also inconsistent in the terminology 
utilized throughout the sections. In many of the sections under the NEPA analysis the term 
"substantial" is used, but in the cumulative section the term "significant" is used. I he DEIR/EIS 
does not properly nor consistently apply the significance terminology utilized by NEPA. 

The DEIR/EIS should be modified per the guidelines of NEPA to utilize the appropriate 
terminology . Once the adjustment has been made, along with the other comments provided in 
this letter, the DEIR/EIS should be provided to the public for another 180 day public review 
process. 
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10. LACK OF DETAIL REQUIRED FOR CLEAN WATER ACT SECTION 404 
ANALYSIS 

The DEIR/EIS recognizes the potential for impacts to natural waterways and wildlife habitat. 
The intent of the DEIR/EIS is to serve as the environmental documentation required for the 
United State Army Corp of Engineers (USACE) to complete their Section 404 permitting under 
the ('lean Water Act (CWA). In order to meet these requirements the DEIR/EIS must meet the 
detailed requirements of CWA 404(bX 1) Guidelines of 40 CFR Part 230 (Guidelines). As such, 
the information provided in the DEIR/EIS fails to meet the requirements ot the Guidelines 

The Guidelines provide the following requirements: 

1. An Alternatives Analysis - An investigation must be conducted to determine il there is a 
less environmentally damaging alternative that would protect waterway s and habitat. 

2. Protect the Water Quality of Sensitive Species - must prohibit the discharge of water that 
will degrade water quality. 

3. Prohibit Long Term Degradation - Must eliminate or reduce the amount of long term 
discharges that would degrade water quality. 

4. Provide Mitigation - Must be provided to reduce adverse impacts. 


11. ENSURE US ARMY CORP OF ENGINEERS COMPLIANCE 

In reviewing comments provided by the U.S. Army Corp of Engineers (USAC E )the questions 
and clarification pertaining to the Fresno to Merced section of the project should be reviewed to 
ensure compliance with the requests of the USACE is maintained throughout the project, and 
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1033-62 

1033-63 

1033-641 
1033-65 

1033-661 
1033-67 

1033-681 
1033-69 
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specifically in the Fresno to Bakersfield section of the project. Comments provided to the 
Authority are hereby submitted as Attachment B and I request that the questions listed in 
attached letter be accounted for and addressed in the Fresno to Bakersfield section of the HSR 
Project. Of notable mention the DEIR/EIS must address these items: 

• Address Substrate conditions for aquatic features from Fresno to Bakersfield where the 
HSR Project will have an impact (40 CFR 230.11(a) and 230.20). 

• Address impacts to substrate and the restoration of temporary fills around w ater features. 

• Address the potential for contaminants in fill material and prov ide an analysis or 
procedure for identifying the quality of fill material (40 CFR 230.60. 230.61). 

• The identification of turbidity and suspended particulates is not clearly analy zed as a 
potential contaminant in the DEIR/EIS. During construction and/or during operation 
there exists the potential for the introduction of turbid water impact streams and rivers, 
which should be analyzed and discussed in the DEIR/EIS (40 DER 230.21) 

• Impacts to non special-status species should be addressed. Included in this analy sis 
should be fish, crustaceans, mollusks and other organisms in the food web (40CFR 
230.021) and (40 CFR 230.32) 

• Clarification needs to be provided for parking lots constructed tor HSR stations. It is 
unclear if the Authority will be paying for parking lots of local jurisdictions. ITic 
DEIR/EIS should also clarify the timing and potential for full parking lot build out. 

• The DEIR/EIS should specifically reference the screening criteria that was used in the 
elimination of alternatives. Ihis includes the criteria utilized to eliminate the Interstate 5 
and Highway 99 alternatives. 

• The DEIR/EIS needs to clarify the criteria utilized to eliminate and analyze alternatives. 

I he DEIR/EIS attempts to utilize the criteria of placing alignments near a transportation 
corridor, yet for many sections it depart from transportation corridors. 

• Construction impacts near waterways need to be carefully examined as the DEIR/EIS 
characterizes these impacts as temporary. However given the length of construction near 
waterway the temporary impact may become a permanent impact without a proper 
reclamation plan. 

• Indirect impacts to waters of the U.S. need to be addressed and to the degree possible 
quantified. 

• The DEIR/EIS should provide specific elements of the Stormwater Pollution Prevention 
Plan Best Management Practices that will be implemented. In this fashion the public will 
know what to expect as a mitigation feature otherwise there is no way to determine if it 
will properly mitigation for the potential for pollution. 

12. ENSURE US ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY COMPLIANCE 

In reviewing comments provided by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) the 
questions and clarification pertaining to the Fresno to Merced section of the project should be 
reviewed to ensure compliance with the requests of the U.S. EPA are maintained throughout the 
project, and specifically in the Fresno to Bakersfield section of the project. Comments provided 
to the Authority by the U.S. EPA arc hereby submitted as Attachment C and 1 request that the 
questions listed in attached letter be accounted for and addressed in the Fresno to Bakersfield 
section of the HSR Project. Of notable mention the DEIR/EIS must address these items. 
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• The DEIR/EIS will be used to determine the Least Lnvironmcntally Damaging 
Practicable Alternative (LF.PA) and based on the information in the document here is 
currently insuflicienl information to adequately compare the direct, indirect and 
cumulative impacts to jurisdictional waters resulting from an appropriate range of 
practicable range of alternatives. The EPA and the USAGE had previously 
recommended that the Authority include alternatives that were once eliminated. It should 
be further noted that the DEIR/EIS should include the analysis of the Interstate 5 and 
Highway 99 alternatives given the change in limes and the change in economic 
conditions. 

• The DEIR/EIS should quantify indirect impacts to aquatic resources. In order to 
determine the LEDPA the EPA will require that there is a discussion of indirect impacts. 

• The DEIR/DEIS clearly draws the conclusion that temporary impacts are associated wit 
construction and permanent impacts are associated with HSR operations. This is not 
founded in any qualitative data provided in the DEIR/EIS and allows the document and 
the Authority to overlook permanent impacts that can be an outcome of construction 
activities. For example loss vegetation and biological resources will occur during 
construction, but the loss is a permanent impact. This clarification needs to be consistent 
throughout the DEIR/EIS and a renewed analysis of permanent versus temporary should 
be investigated. 

• The DEIR/EIS points to stormwater being directed to urban stormwater collection sy stem 
when located near a city or to drainage swales located in the rural areas. I lowever. the 
DEIR/EIS provides not data or evidence that this is allowed or appropriate in each 
jurisdiction. live DEIR/EIS also further concludes that there are no water quality impacts 
associated with the stormwater from the alignment or the I leavy Maintenance Facility 
(HMI). however there is no evidence provided in the DEIR/EIS that the water quality of 
the stormwater runoff will be void of any contaminants. 

• The DEIR/EIS docs not provide a clear and concise description that would lead agencies 
permitting this project that water resources will not be degraded. According to 40CFS 
230.10(c) a permit cannot be issued to the project unless there is a reasoned, specific and 
detailed argument that the project will nether contribute nor cause any significant 
degradation of waters. 

• The DEIR/EIS should assess and address the impact of air quality degradation on health 
impacts. Respiratory ailments in children and elderly people have been shown to be 
caused and heightened during poor air quality days. 

• 1 he DEIR/EIS docs not recognize or analyze the increase farming expense to deal with 
the HSR alignment through farming operations. 1 he DEIR/EIS also does not lend the 
appropriate level of impacts to dairies. The DEIR/EIS does not account properly for 
permitting and environmental concerns with relocating and retrofitting dairies to adjust 
for the HSR Project. 


13. DEIR/EIS FAILS TO ADDRESS TRACK BE1) STABILITY AND CONCERNS 
FOR SPEED RESTRICTION, COST, AND SAFETY 

Internationally the issue of track bed stability has caused high-speed train operators to operate at 
speeds blow the capacity of the train sy stem. This has caused a significant loss in income and 


1033-83 


1033-84 


profitability to operators. The vibrations caused by high-speed train systems also induces and 
increased wear and tear on the equipment and structures that support high-speed rail systems, 
therefore significantly impacting operations and maintenance costs. International operators have 
also witnessed settlement of soils and facility damage outside of the high-speed rail footprint 
increasing safety concerns and limiting the ultimate speed of train systems. In order to combat 
the vibration impacts of high-speed train sy stem, international operators have gone to very 
expensive and technical measures to prevent damage and safety issues. These measures are a 
significant cost item to be considered w hen balancing the cost/bcnefit of installing a high-speed 
rail sy stem. The DEIR/EIS is deficient in its general acknow ledgement of the safety , cost and 
stability issues facing high-speed trains traveling at speeds greater than 150 miles per hour and 
specifically fails to address any concerns with trains traveling at 220 miles per hour. 

Train speeds on an international basis are currently averaging approximately 185 mi/hour 
(China. Germany. Italy. Japan and the UK). The highest speeds arc 195 mi/hour in Spain and 
200 mi/hour in France’. What is significant about the average and highest speeds achievable by 
steel-on-stcel high speed rail is that California is relying upon 220 mi/hour speeds to accomplish 
its mandated goals per Proposition 1 A. Given the international experience and limits, we can 
expect that the goal of 220 mi/hour will be either unachievable or come at a significant cost, 
which the Authority has not addressed technically nor in the Draft EIR/EIS. 

If there are issues with achieving 220 mi/hour speed the ability of the HSR Project to reach it 
desired travel times of 2 hours 40 minutes between San Francisco are highly suspect. If the HSR 
Project is unable to achieve its time requirements then the ridership and foundation of the project 
begins to be unrealistic. Once the ridership and time requirements become any thing other than 
what is preposed the environmental benefits will be reduced and the impacts will outweigh the 
benefits. The DEIR/EIS must address track stability to ensure the ov erall objectives of the HSR 
Project are upheld. 

High Speed Train Vibration Impacts 

The international high-speed rail community has been investigating and analy zing the impacts of 
speed on deformations of track due to the stillness of the underlying track bed materials. What 
has been discovered is that rail deformation are a function of*: 

1. Axle load 

2. Thickness of the embankment fill 

3. The elastic properties of the sub-soil and the dampening effects within the track bed 
system 

4. Train speed 

As trains move at high speeds there are significant v ibration velocities that travel through the 
rails into the immediate track bed. 1 he v elocity ol the vibrations arc so high they often arc not 
dampened by the ballast material and find their way into the underlying soils. Vibrations are 
introduced through different sources: 


" R.f. Woldringh & B M New ‘‘Embankment design for high speed trains on soft soils". Geotechnical 
Engineering for Transportation Infrastructure. Barends et al. 19<W Baikcma. Rotterdam 
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1. Train wheels are not entirely circular. Due to braking and other various interactions 
between the steel wheels and the steel track, the wheels tend to develop flat spots that can 
induce a vibration in the track when the flat spot is in contact with the track. 

2. As trains move along the tracks there is a upward heaving of the track ahead of the train 
and an immediate downward movement as the train engages the upward track. 

3. As trains move along the track and from one sleeper (the common term is railroad tie) to 
the other, the free span of the track is allow ed to deflect. 

Once vibrations are transmitted into soils can begin to compact and lose integrity. Soils that tend 
to have low shear wave velocities and would present a problem include: SM (Silly Sand). ML 
(Inorganic Silt and Very Fine Sand) and CL (Inorganic Clays of low to medium plasticity ). 

Laeh of these soils are considered "soft" and as soft soils are exposed to vibrations on a frequent 
basis the strength of the soil will degrade. A situation will occur where the pore pressure within 
the soil will increase. An increase in pom pressure can cause soils to begin to collapse and settle. 
Settlement of the underly ing soil w ill cause track deformation and significant risk to the train. 
Many of the soil types are characteristic of those found in the Central Valley and within the 
Fresno to Bakersfield section of the HSR Project. 

Train Speeds 

There are two critical speeds at which a train can have significant amplifications. One speed is at 
several hundred m/s and is controlled by the stiffness ot the rail & embankment stillness. The 
other speed is at the Rayleigh Wave Velocity of the soil. Rayleigh waves are a type of surface 
wave that travel near the surface of solids. Rayleigh waves include both longitudinal and 
transverse motions that decrease exponentially in amplitude as distance from the surlace 
increases. There is a phase difference between these component motions. A study conducted in 
Canada found that train induced vibrations that approach the Ray leigh wave velocity of soils can 
cause significant amplifications in the soil and can cause soil instability . 

An important finding was that "resonance" occurs at a fairly slow speeds (270 km/h or 168 mi/h) 
which causes a significant deformation of the track rails, therefore causing excessive 
maintenance or reduction on train speeds. Data presented indicates that train speeds of 
approximately 120 km/h (75 mi/h) can cause deformations as large as 15 mm (.60 inches). Most 
studies showed that speed at approximately 168 mi/h in soft soils have induced 12 mm (.47 
inches) of settlement. 

Solutions That Have Been Investigated 

Solutions to minimize failure include: 

1. Track beds supported by piled concrete foundations. 

2. Construction of the track bed on a sandy material to a depth of approximately 5 m (16.4 
feet). 

3. Construction of the track bed as a continuous concrete slab. 

4. Soil stabilization methods including lime/cemcnt treatment ot underlying soil. 
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West Coast Line between Gdteborg (Gothenburg) and Kungsbacka in Switzerland. Traffic with 
high speed trains (X2 trains) started in spring 1097 with a speed of 200 km/h. Shortly afterwards, 
excessive vibrations were observed at the Ledsgard site, located some 25 km south of 
Gothenburg. These vibrations were in the order often times greater than those measured earlier 
from heavy train traffic in soft soil conditions and had been regarded as worst case. Train speed 
of the X2 trains was reduced to 160 km/h and later to 130 km/h to ensure satety within the soft 
soil areas. A countermeasure program was carried out in June and July 2000. Train speed was 
increased to 160 km/h in August 2000. 

14. THE DEIR/EIS FAILS TO RECOGNIZE THE CONCEPT OF LIABILITY 
THEREFORE IGNORING THE FULL IMPACT OF THE PROJECT 

In the analy sis to determine the impacts of the HSR Project the DEIR/EIS ignores the importance 
of liability and therefore misses critical impacts that will be associated with the project. Three 
immediate liability impacts not accounted for in the DEIR/EIS include: 

1. Liability associated with accidents impacting the traction control sy stem. 

2. Liability issues facing the aerial application of pesticides. 

3. Liability associated with the ability to effectively and efficiently meet the safety needs of 
the community. 

The DEIR/EIS details the construction of a fully grade separated high-speed alignment that docs 
not allow anv object into a 100* right-of-way alignment. Specialized fences located 
approximately 50’ on either side or tracks can detect the intrusion of any object, which can shut 
down the high-speed rail system to prevent an accident on the HSR alignment. What is not 
contemplated, is the potential for activity along the tracks to frequently trigger the traction 
control system that will alarm the high-speed trains and stop them. Farming operations often 
utilize significantly large equipment, and as equipment travels near fences or turns at the fence 
line there runs the risk of intruding upon the fence line. In this situation the responsibility tor the 
liability to fix the accident and to accommodate the delay in the HSR train sy stem has not been 
addressed or identified. 


The recommended solution to this problem is to establish a setback from the satety fence to 
ensure that equipment cannot intrude upon the fence. As a new setback is required there is more 
land adjacent to the alignment that will be required for the project and taken from agriculture. 

The DEIR/EIS addresses the aerial application of pesticides and herbicides without addressing 
the liability concerns that have been shared with the Authority on numerous occasions. With the 
presence of construction activity near farming operations, aerial applicators may be unwilling to 
apply chemicals due to the liability issues facing the applicator. During operation the same 
liability may exist as they applicators may be unw illing to apply chemical near the train. 

Currently applicators do not spray around the BNSF train due to issues with drifting chemicals to 
adjacent fields. Crop dusters can anticipate the BNSF freight trains and hold until the trains have 


’ D. Mota/cdian. "Railway train induced ground vibrations as low Vs soil layer overlying a high Vs bedrock in « Goran Ho(m ^ ^ndreasson. Per-Even Bcgtsson. Anders Bodare, Hakan Eriksson "Muigation °f track and 

Canada". Soil Dynamics and Earthquake Engineering. February 9.2011. Ground Vibrations by High Speed Trains at l.cdsgard. Sweden". Svensk Djupslabilisering. August -Q0_. 
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1033-891 passed. However high-speed rail service pian to include 6 trains per hour in each direction. I his 

would make flying holding patterns very lengthy and inefficient. 

1033-90 11^ DEIR/EIS lastly docs not address the impacts to insurance rates of homeowners in the rural 

community that will be impacted by ability for emergency services to access landowners. The 
HSR Project alignment presents a fully grade-separated track that will force emergency response 
vehicles to make longer trips to access properties. The HSR Project also eliminates Station #4 
on Houston Avenue. Ihese impacts all will cause insurance rates to be adjusted. As it becomes 
harder for emergency services to access property or longer times, the cost of insurance increases 
to landowners'*. 
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Section 1.0 Project Purpose and Need 

15. Lack of Project Description 

The DEIR/EIS lacks a Project Description as required under the CEQA Guidelines §15124 . The 
intent and purpose of providing a detailed Project Description is to provide the reader with an 
understanding of w hat is being proposed and w hat the potential environmental impacts may be 
incurred. The DEIR/EIS does not initially include a section titled Project Description therefore 
leaving the reader with the inability to determine where to find such information. 

16. Page 1-1: Definition of "Potential" should be provided for an appropriate level of 
analysis. 

The DEIR/EIS states the following: 

“The Fresno to Bakersfield 11ST Project section would connect a Fresno station, a potential Kings Tulare 
Regional station in the Hat iford/ Vi salia' Tulare area, and a Bakersfield station " 

The DEIR/EIS at its foundation requires clarity to achieve an understanding of the impacts to the 
environment, therefore it is incumbent upon this document to define what "potential" means 
when referring to a potential Kings/Tulare Regional station. By defining "potential" a reader and 
the public can determine the plausibility of a station. The DEIR/EIS also does not make it clear 
to the reader if the analysis conducted within the document is from the basis of the inclusion of a 
station or no station. Given that possibility of the lack of a station, the DEIR/EIS should at a 
minimum investigate both the inclusion and the lack of a station in the Kings/Tulare area. 

Lack of clarity minimizes the ability to clearly understand the impacts associated with the 
inclusion or absence of a high speed rail station in the Kings/Tutarc area. 


17. Page 1-3: DF.IR/F.IS lacks a recognition and description of the Alternatives Analysis 
process. 


1033-93 


1033-94 


1033-95 


1033-96 


The DEIR/EIS state the following: 

“Tier 2 of the HST development process intitules additional engineering ami design and preparation of 
project-level E/R/FISs for all HST project sections. This Fresno to Bakersfield Section EIR/EIS (Tier 2) 
evaluates proposed alignments ami stations in site-specific detail to provkle a complete assessment of the 
direct, imlirect. and cumulative effects of the proposed action, considers public ami agency participation 
in the screening process, and was developed in consultation with resource and regulatory agencies, 
including EPA ami USACE FRA and the Authority intern/ this document to be sufficient lo support 
Section -KN permit decisions ami Section 40H ftermit decisions tas applicable) for alteration'modification 
of completed federal flood risk management facilities mu! any associated operation and maintenance, and 
real estate permissions or instruments fas applicable). “ 

The DEIR/EIS lacks a discussion of the Alternatives Analysis process that took place between 
the Tier I and Tier 2. The use of live Alternatives Analysis w as not subject to the standards of 
CEQA. not carried out with appropriate public notice and transparency. Decisions made in the 
Alternatives Analysis report were also tainted by false reports by Authority stafl that issues were 
non-existent. Please refer to the Alternatives Analysis report delivered by Jeff Abercrombie. 
Regional Director from the High Speed Rail Authority at the May 2011 Authority Hoard 
Meeting. During this report. Mr. Abercrombie stated to the Authority Board that "all" issues in 
Kings County had been addressed. 

It should also be noted that I had made contact with Mr. Abercrombie prior to the May 2011 
Board meeting to request a description of the material to be covered during the Alternatives 
Analysis report for the Fresno to Bakersfield section. He indicated that the Authority stafl and 
consultants would be focused on reporting that the tracks through Fresno would now be located 
at-gratc versus aerial. The intent was to notify landowners in the Kings County area to 
participate in the public meeting given the Authority Board would be making a decision on the 
report. This was made very clear to Mr. Abercrombie. Upon watching the May 2011 Authority 
Board meeting I discovered that the Authority stafl' and consultants not only reported on the 
Fresno section of the alignment, but reported that there w ere no issues in the remainder ot the 
alignment and approved the Alternatives Analy sis report. U nder the circumstances I notified Mr. 
Abercrombie and have notified the Authority that the decision made at the May 2011 is not 
official and cannot be used as an authorized document. Included as Attachment 1 is a copy of 
the email send to Mr. Abercrombie after the May 2011 Board meeting, which was never 
answered. 

CEQA $15126.6 (c) requires the DEIR/EIS to identify any alternatives that were considered by 
the lead agency, hut were rejected as infeasible during the scoping process and to briefly explain 
the reasons underlying the lead agency ’s determination. Alignments that were discussed during 
the Alternatives Analy sis phase were not presented in sufficient detail within the DEIR/EIS as 
mandated by State law. This discussion is not included for the reader, leav ing one to believe that 
the presented alignments were the only alignments investigated through the Central Valley. 

CEQA also requires the "rule of reason"* w hich requires the DEIR/EIS to include those 
alternativ es that shall substantially lessen any of the significant effects ot the Project. As 
presented in the DEIR/EIS the alternatives present the same impacts, but slightly differing 
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1033-96 


1033-97 


1033-981 


magnitudes. For the 28 mile linear length of alignment through Kings County the alignment fails 
to follow any transportation corridor. The DEIR/EIS has arbitrarily and capriciously eliminated 
alignments through the Alternatives Analysis process to yield two similar alternatives through 
Kings County. 

State law and federal law docs not provide for an Alternative Analysis process outside of the 
official review and documentation within an EIR/EIS. Therefore the analysis conducted by the 
Authority outside of the DEIR/EIS is not considered by law a legitimate analysis. I he analysis, 
findings and determinations should all be included in the DEIR/EIS. Also as stated above the 
public noticing and participation during the Alternative Analysis as implemented by the 
Authority did not provide sufficient public noticing under CEQA and NEPA. 


1033-99 


18. Page 1-7: Statement that alludes to the urban sprawl that will he created by the 
Project. 

The DEIR/EIS provides hints that the Project if implemented will create a sprawl to Central 
Valiev communities such as Fresno and Bakersfield. Ihis exodus ot urban dwellers in areas 
such as the Bay Area and Southern California are not appropriately addressed in the documents. 
The DEIR/EIS makes the following statement: 

Much ( ,f this population growth will he accommodated in the metropolitan coastal areas or in Southern 
California v Inland Empire. However growth and dewlnpmenl in these regions are increasingly 
challenged because of environmental ami quolity-of-life issues, including the high housing prices These 
areas are finding it inc reasingly difficult to accommodate new development, and despite economic 
pressure in grow, the combination of rising costs and local opposition is likely to push a substantial 
number of people to seek homes and employment elsewhere. The San Joaquin Valley is a likely outlet for 
this population pressure; with a youthful population, it is also a major source of growth in its own right 
from both the local /Hipulation. as well as immigration (Teitz el al. 2005). 

As the above statement in the DEIR/EIS makes, urban homeowners will be seeking housing in 
the rural areas both for financial reasons and for a less congestive way of living. As this exodus 
from urban areas occurs and high-speed rail promotes such movements, the impacts both 
economically and environmentally will accrue to the Central Valley. As urban homeowners 
move their incomes towards the Central Valley, rural homeowners will soon be competing with 
urban salaries causing a discrepancy and unbalance competition. Also as urban dwellers push 
towards rural areas there will be an increased pressure t develop more farm ground into housing. 


19. Page 1-20: DE1R/F.IS does not coincide with the goals of AB 32 

The DIER/EIS makes the following statement in regards to AB 32: 

"To avoid these consequences. AB 32 requires the California Air Resourc es Board (C ARB), the state 
agency charged with regulating air qmlity. to create a plan and implement rules to ac hieve "real, 
quantifiable, cost-effective reductions of greenhouse gases in California. AB 32 requires ( ARB to 
design and implement emissions limits, regulations, and other measure s to reduc e statewide CHIC, 
emissions to 1990 levels by 2020. This plan was developed by CARB in 200S as the Climate C hcuige 


1033-100 


1033-101 


1033-102 


1033-103 


1033-104 


Scoping Phut (California Air Resources Board 2000). the state \ road map to reaching the GHG 
reduction goals required by A B 32 ." 

The DEIR/EIS docs not make recognition in this statement nor in full analysis that the Project 
will induce air pollution problems during construction that will potentially not be recouped for 
over 30 sears. The DEIR/EIS also does not make mention that the Project will be potentially 
accessing AB 32 Cap-and-Tradc funds. The utilization of Cap-and-1 radc fund for this project 
can and w ill have an impact of environmental concerns. The recognition of the use of these 
funds should be mentioned to the reader. 


20. Page 1-28: DEIR/EIS makes a false statement in regards to the review of 
alternatives between the Tier-One analy sis and the project level review. 

The DEIR/EIS makes the following misleading and incorrect statement: 

"This project-level EIR/EIS evaluates nine alignment alternatives, further refining the [referred 
alignment identified in the first-tier environmental process. " 

I he DEIR/EIS incorrectly reports the process that was used in analyzing alternatives. During the 
Program Level (Tier one) analysis the project identified preferred alignment. Between the Tter 
One analysis and the Tier Two analysis the Authority investigated several other alignments 
through a process called the Alternatives Analysis. This process investigated to a limited extend 
other alignments and eliminated alignments based on criteria that was similar to a CEQA and 
NEPA analysis, but far from the level of analysis required under CEQA and NEPA. It should 
also be noted that landowners were not notified according to CEQA and NEPA of the process 
nor involved to any significant measure. 


21. Page 1-32: Inconsistent statement with the Draft Business Plan 

The DEIR/EIS makes the following incorrect statement: 

The interim use of the IOS first construction track for upgraded Amtrak service could have 
environmental impacts that differ from those analyzed in this FJR'EIS However, there are no plans for 
this sen-ice at this lime mu! such plans will require future cooperative agreements between the Authority 
and entities associated with operation of the Amtrak Scut Joaquin sen-ice. 

The Draft Business Plan states on page 2-14 that the Initial Operating Segment (IOS) 

"will become operational hy allowing Caltrans to operate expanded San Joaquin service 
between Bakers field and Merced on the first IOS section. To achieve this, track connection wonI 
he build to connect to the BNSF Railway line at die northern and southern etuis of the first 
constructed segment “ 


The Business Plan further states 
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Planning for early interim sen ice on the IOS segment I already underway, with the goal of 
comment nig Amtrak Ope rat ms as soon as possible after construction is complete in 2017. The 
Authority is already collaborating with its transportation jxtrtners to identify and addres s the 
technical and policy issues that would he associated with developing early service. 

It is recouni/cd that the Authority has identified the lack of funds to provide a high-speed rail 
service on the IOS which includes tracks from Fresno to Bakersfield, which arc covered by this 
DEIR/EIS. Initial construction efforts do not include power systems, traction control systems or 
communications systems needed for high-speed rail service. I he Authority has also indicated 
that high-speed trainsets are not included in the initial funding. I herefore. in order to gain 
“independent utility** which is a requirement of the FRA. the Authority has initiated the 
movement and eventual elimination of Amtrak service within the Central Valley. 


1033-1061 meeting held at the Sierra Pacific high school, the Authority retracted their comments. I lie 

statement provided above is incorrect in its base and should be removed. 

1033 107 Also, given that the 1)1 IK 1 IS indicated that if the public comments indicated the want or need 

investigate other alignments, that it is realistic to do so. Therefore the refusal at the request of 
many to include options along Highway 99 and Interstate 5 to be studied should be 
acknowledged and included in the DEIR/EIS. 

1033-108 

23. Page 2.0-10 Clarification Required Between Design and DEIR/EIS 

The following comment in the DK1R/EIS requires clarification: 


It stands then that either: 

1. The Authority has failed to prov ide an analysis of the Amtrak Service operating on the 
Fresno to Bakersfield section of the new ly installed track and right-of-way. which would 
indicate that the Authority does not have the ability to reach independent utility therefore 
eliminating the ability to access federal funds from the I RA. 

2. The Authority does intend to provide Amtrak sen ice on the new installed track and right- 
of-way and must remove the DEIR/EIS from public review, revise the DEIR/EIS to 
include fhe impacts from diesel run trains operated by Amtrak, and re-release the 
DEIR/EIS for another public review period. 


"these overcrossings would generally occur approximately every 2 miles to provide continued mobility 
for local residents and farm operations. * 

According to the design drawing provided in the DEIR/EIS there is an overpass or underpass 
structure at every mile. ITk DEIR/EIS should provide a clarification statement to ensure that the 
appropriate level of mobility is maintained. 

24. Page 2.0-12 Failure to Included Facilities in DEIR/EIS Review and Impacts 


From indications drawn through the DEIR/EIS and other documents such as the Revised 2012 
Business Plan, the public can infer that placement of Amtrak service will be moved to the first 
completed section of track. I herefore Amtrak service, w hich is different than high-speed rail 
service and yields different noise, vibration, socioeconomic and air quality impacts should be 
considered a realistic component of this project and analyzed in the DEIR/EIS. 


Section 2.0 Alternatives 


1033-106 


22. Page 2.0-3 DEIR/EIS Incorrectly Describes Findings 


The DEIR/EIS includes the following statement regarding power lines and sub stations: 

“The project would not include Ok construct ion of a separate power source, although it would 
inchule the extension ofpower lines to a series of power substations /wsitioned along the 11ST 
corridor. These power substations are needed to even out the power feed to the train system ." 

The DEIR/EIS recognizes the need to construct power lines and power substations to deliver the 
electrical power to the HSR project, rhe DEIR/EIS however docs not includes these facilities in 
its analvsis of impacts throughout the DEIR/EIS. To include these facilities within the project 
per CEQA and \EPA the must be included in the Project Description and studied as a 
component of the project. 


The DEIR/EIS make the following unsupported statement: 

Based on substantive comments received during the public and agency review of the Draft 
EIR/EIS. the Authority decided to reintroduce alignment alternatives west of Hanford and cm 
additional alternative through the Bakersfield area. 

Upon reviewing the comments provided by the public, a reference to inclusion ot the Hanford 
West alignment could not be found. The Authority originally reported to the media that 
landowners within the Kings County area, specifically landowners along the east alignment 
requested that the western alignment be included, however upon notification at the public 


1033-110 


25. Page 2.0-19 Failure to Provide Evidence 

The DEIR/EIS provides the following statement without evidence, therefore draw ing attention to 
the potential to study this alternative: 

"Use of the 1-5 corridor would also encourage sprawl development, which is the ofiftosite of what the 11ST 
system is intended to achieve, and which was opposed by numerous agencies, including the US. 
Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) *' 

Ihe statement above comes with no supporting evidence. I Ik* Interstate 5 alternative was 
eliminated based on biased and dated studies, fhe realistic ability to create communities along 
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Interstate 5 is a remote possibility, however the sprawl of urban communities into rural 
communities such as Fresno and Bakersfield will far surpass the ability to develop along 
Interstate 5. Recent comments from Chairman Dan Richard would support the fact that 
development could not occur along Interstate 5. He indicated that there is not access to water 
along Interstate 5. hence the reason for not placing the HSR project there. Without water 
development cannot occur. 


26. Page 2.0-19 Failure to Provide Evidence 

The following statement is made in the DEIR/EIS: 

’‘Residents along the BNSF/UPRR/SR 99 corridors lack a competitive transportation alternative to the 
automobile. and ridership analysis showed that they would he ideal candidates to use an 11ST 
system (Authority 2010c). In addition, the 1-5 corridor would not he compatible with current land 
use planning in the Central Valiev, which fin uses and accommodates growth in the communities 
along the BNSF/UPRR/SR 99 corridors. The concept of linking the 1-5 corridor to Fresno and 
Bakersfield with spur lines was considered at the program level, hut dismissed because it would 
atld considerably to the 1-5 corridor capital costs, and would still have the same lower riilership 
figures when compared to the SR 99 corridor. “ 


1033-1131 alignment so that the public and the decision makers can lulls comprehend the lull extent ot the 

I alternatives. 


28. Page 2.0-21 Inconsistent Esc of Criteria for Alternatives Selection 

I he DEIR/EIS again inappropriately applies criteria in the following statement: 

"Additionally, alternatives D-l and D-2 would hos e approximately 50 and -15 miles, res/metively. of 
alignment outside of an existing transportation corridor, which is inconsistent with project 
objectives Alternatives E-l and E-2 also cross a wildlife refuge protec fed under Section 4(f) of 
(he US. Department of Transportation Act. For these reasons. LPRR alternatives D-TD-2 and E- 
l/E-2 were ihU carried forward for further consideration." 

The use of criteria to eliminate alternatives D-l and D-2 because they are not in a transportation 
corridor for significant mileage is not applied to I lanford bypass alternatives which have 
mileages upwards of 28 miles not along a transportation corridor. The DEIR/EIS should either 
put the Hanford section on a transportation corridor or add alternatives D-l and D-2 back into the 
analysis. 


Residents on the cast side of the Central Valley have access to Amtrak (San Joaquins). I his 
service is a subsidized public transportation that is quite successful. I his track is the 5th busies 
Amtrak line in the Country . Fares are affordable and service is accessible, making the train a 
viability alternative. Ridership has been increasing the last sc\cral years. I he HSR project fails 
to acknowledge this service, yet at the same time has plans to eliminate the serv ice once HSR 
service begins. 

1033 112 

27. Page 2.0-21 Inconsistent l sc of Criteria Tor Alternative* Selection 

The following statement was used to describe the reason for eliminating the Fresno West Bypass 
from the DEIR/EIS: 

"The Fresno IVesf Bypass Alternative would nut be consistent with the project purpose and need 
or with the objective of using existing transpiration corridors to the maximum extent possible. 

The alternative would also require acquisition of substantially more right-of-way than an 
alternative that goes through Fresno, and would therefore have substantially more impacts on 
environmental resources, including agricultural lands. The Fresno I Vest Bypass Alternative was 
also opposed by both the City and County of Fresno. For these reasons, this alternative was not 
carried fonvard for further consideration ." 

The statement above can be utilized for the reasoning to eliminate from discussion the b>pass 
alternatives around the City of Hanford. The DEIR/EIS improperly applies criteria in one area to 
alignments in another area. What is good for one are seems to be bad in another. The 
application of this faulty analysis indicates that the DEIR/EIS may be based upon a false 
1033-113 1 application of criteria. I his makes it critical for the DEIR/EIS to make a full analvsis ot each 


29. Page 2.0-58 The DF.IR/EIS Cannot Ignore the Laws of Physics 

The DEIR/EIS provides the following statement that violates laws of physics: 

"At locations where stormwater swales fhirallei the embankment, the a/ytrcuich to wildlife 
crossing structures would be designed in such a way as to prevent water from pointing within 
the structure. This would be accomplished by terminating the swales on either side of the 
wildlife crossing structure and engineering a high point distal to the entrance of the stricture 
to c reate a micro-watershed, limiting the rainwater catchment area to a small, isolated, and 
discrete depression between the high /mint and dm entrance to the structure To allow 
wildlife free /Kissage through the crossing structures. HST right-of-way fencing would be 
diverted toward the toe of the slope, iqf dm embankment, and around the entrance of the 
struc ture At loc ations w here an intrusion protection barrier parallels a proposed w ildlife 
crossing structure, the crossing structure would be extended and designed to pass through 
the barrier to allow wildlife free passage. Figure 2-51 show s the wildlife crossing elevation 
and crass section, as well as dm drainage detail." 

Water follows the principle that it will find the lowest spot to rest. Storms in our area have been 
known to develop 2-3" of rain in a 24-hour period. With storms this large, sheet flow will find 
its way to the habitat crossing and created an impound. In this situation the water will remain 
there until such time as it is pumped out or evaporated. During the w inter months the culverts 
could remain with standing water for several months until the weather is warm enough to 
evaporate the water. 
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30. Page 2.0-58 The DEIK/EIS Unrealistically Estimates Ridership 

In Table 2013 the DEIR/EIS estimates ridership from the Kings/Tulare Station at approximately 
400.000 boardings per year in 2020 and 1.2 million on 2035. When contrasted against today’s 
Amtrak ridership standing at approximately 180.000 boardings per N ear, the estimate provided 
by the DEIR/EIS is unrealistic. No evidence is provided within the DEIR/EIS for the public or 
the decision maker to believe these numbers a credible. When combined with the estimated cost 
of tickets, which could increase fares upwards to 6 to 7 times the current cost to ride Amtrak. the 
DEIR/EIS fails to ensure that the ridership forecast indicated is appropriate or legitimate. 


31. Page 2.0-105 Statement C ontradicts Alignment Choices from Fresno to Bakersfield 

The Following statement is given to direct the reader and decision maker as to the criteria set 
forth by the DEIR/EIS. however is it not applicable to the alignments from Fresno to 
Bakersfield: 

"HST stations “he located In aretts with ginniaccess to local mass transit or other modes of 
transportation. The HST system also shall he planned and constructed in a manner tlkit 
minimizes urban sftrowl anil impacts on the natural environment including wildlife corridors. 

The stations being investigated in the Hanford arc include stations that are located several miles 
from the heart of the city and remote from any transportation opportunities. In both instances 
there are no city services, no public transpiration services, nor any residential or commercial 
development located near the stations. They are located in rural areas which do not fit the 
statement above. In the case of the Hanford East (BNSF ) station it is significantly different trom 
the statement made above given that it is located several miles outside of town and between an 
area that is blighted and deemed urban reserve. This area is a forgotten and underdeveloped 
section of the community and as you travel eastward out of Hanford the town become desolate 
and void of public attractions such as shopping centers or services. 

If the DEIR/EIS wishes to include statement of criteria, it should provide a detailed and clear 
analysis of the reasons for not follow ing the criteria. 


32. Page 2.0-109 Table 2-17 Missing Design Phases 

Presented in fable 2-17 is a schedule for the project, however what is missing is the design 
phases of this project. The DEIR/EIS explains that this project will be constructed under the 
Design Build concepts, which will allow the contractor who builds the system to also design it. 
This process however docs not eliminate the need for design. The current status of the plans are 
at 15%. which is significantly under designed fora DEIR/EIS analysis, and requires the 
contractor to carry the design out to 100%. There is not time allocated in this unrealistic time 
schedule to allow for design. 


Section 3.4 Noise anti Vibration 


1033-121 


1033-122 

1033-123 


33. Page 3.4-3 Figure 3.4-1 Is Misleading 

The DEIR/EIS presents the following diagram for Figure 3.49-1 
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This figure is misleading to the reader as the comparison of HSR noise is compared to other 
Outdoor and Indoor noise generators at different distances, rhis is an inappropriate manner in 
which to represent the significance of sound levels. If the levels of the Indoor and Outdoor 
generators where measured at a 100 fool distance there would be a better understanding by the 
reader l he DEIR/EIS could also move the impacts of HSR levels to w ithin 50 feet tor a belter 
comparison. If a receiver is located within 50 feet of the alignment, this diagram would indicate 
that the sound would be significantly louder than what is reported. I he DEIR/EIS should also 
ensure that all sound measurement arc consistently represented from the same distance. 


The DEIR/EIS also provides the following findings in regards to the sound levels through Kings 
County: 
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"After crossinn Conejo Avenue, the project alignment turns to the southeast, away from the BS'SF riglu- 
ofiway. to bvpass the community of Laton and to run around the eastern side of Hanford where the 
Kings/Tulare Regional Station is proposed. The land uses in the area continue to he primarily 
agricultural. The measured ambient noise lewis between Laton and SR 198 ranged from 47 to 63 dBA 
id,i These noise levels are consistent with a rural environment with some vehicular traffic The project 
alignment runs on the eastern side of SR 43 as it turns south toward ( orcuran. It runs halfway between 
7 th Street atul 8th Street. The lathi uses along the alignment between SR 198 and C oreoran are primarily 
daily farms am! fields of alfalfa. The measured ambient noise lewis in this area range from 32 dBA Lin 
at the homes away from busy roadways to 72 dBA Ltht for the homes adjacent to the main urterials. 

This information is also depicted in Figure 3.4-6. which shows the locations where noise levels 
were monitored along the BN SI alignment. The DEIR/EIS relies upon noise levels that were 
consistently taken outside of the impact /one (identified earlier in the DEIR/EIS as within 2.500 
feet of the track alignment). The sound levels are not indicative of the ambient noise levels 
given their closer proximity to Highway 43. which is a transportation corridor and typically has 
higher noise levels associated with a transportation corridor. The noise samples are also located 
along a path of agricultural operations and industries that arc much more intensive than the areas 
located east, given their close proximity to Highway 43. 


1033-127 


1033-128 


1033-129 


The failure to provide a significant analysis along the alignment to measure and observe 
v ibration impacts is a significant shortfall in the env ironmental analysis of the DEIR/EIS. In 
later sections of these comments it will be shown that v ibration impacts are high dependent upon 
the soil characteristics of the location. Without a proper and exhaustive analysis ot soils and 
v ibrations, the Authority risks significant impacts to the integrity of HSR structures and an 
inability to maintain 220 mph travel speeds. 

Without a proper sample of soil vibration readings the DEIR/EIS will be inadequate to address 
future issues that could arise. Leaving analysis to a future time is not contemplated or allowed 
under CF.QA and NEPA. The DEIR/EIS has the responsibility to provide the appropriate level 
of analysis such that the public and decision maker can determine the appropriate level ot 
significance. In the case of vibration analysis the DEIR/EIS falls significantly short. 


35. Page 3.4-33 DEIR/EIS Improperly Defers Analysis 

The DIER/EIS provides the following statement: 


1033-124 


1033-125 


1033-126 


The DEIR/EIS relies upon ambient sound readings that would reflect a higher ambient noise 
level and therefore lower differential between the ambient noise and the IISR levels. 1 he 
DEIR/EIS should revisit the study conducted and prov ide noise samples closer to the proposed 
BNSF alignment given the current information does not correctlv represent the ambient noise 
levels within the HSR alignment impact zone (2,500 feet). The DEIR/EIS should then be rev ised 
and re-circulated for public review and comment. 


34. Page 3.4-26 Small Sample Size 

I he DEIR/EIS makes the following statement as to the sampling size for the vibration analy sis: 

"Vibration measurements were conducted at 9 locations representative of actual potentially impacted 
areas that were w ithin 220 feel of a HST alternative alignment and within approximately 250feel of an 
existing active rail line." 

The inclusion of only 9 sampling locations for 114 miles ot track is insufficient to prov ide a 
realistic and statistically representativ e sampling of the potential impacts and ambient ground 
v ibration conditions along the alignment ot the HSR system. Giv en that soil t>pe and qualitv is a 
significant variable in the vibration analvsis the alignment currently passes through far greater 
than 9 different soil regions in the area. The DEIR/EIS should prov ide a statistically 
representative sampling such that a full array of soil types can be taken into consideration. 

Samples were also only taken along existing railroad corridors, which does not take into account 
the numerous alignment options located outside of railroad corridors. I he areas sampled have 
been exposed to over a century of various ground v ibrations which has consolidated and 
compacted the immediate area. Vibration studies in this area can be anticipated to be different 
than studies conducted in the rural area of the alignment. I he DEIR/EIS provides a select and 
narrow sample size and type, therefore limiting the analvsis and findings. 


“All alternatives w ould result in severe and/or moderate noise impacts dial would have substantiaI Intensity utulcr 
NEPA and w ould he significant under CEQA. Project eiemems, such as the specific vehicle type, track structure and 
other elements may change during engineering and design, resulting in changes to the noise impact assessment As 
pro,ed elements affecting noise either change or are refined, additional analyses will be conducted to reflect these 

changes . M 

The DEIR/EIS relies upon future analysis to determine impacts and mitigation measures tor the 
HSR Project. I he DEIR/EIS cannot under CEQA defer analysis or impacts and should reflect 
the most conservative and worst case scenario tor analvsis. 1 his ensures that the public is 
presented with the most impactful scenario. Although the ability to identify the exact trainset 
and car configuration cannot be determined at this point, the DEIR/EIS can easily present 
information gathered from other international HSR project and provide the most conservative 
data for analysis. 

Under CEQA the E1R shall identify mitigation measures for each impact (see CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15126.4 subdiv ision (a)(1)(A)). The mitigation measure must be fully enforceable 
through permit conditions, agreements or other legally binding instruments. I he Lead Agency is 
also precluded from making the required CEQA findings unless the record shows that all 
uncertainties regarding the mitigation of impacts have been resolv ed: and the agency may not 
rely on mitigation measures of uncertain efficacy of feasibility (Kings County farm Bureau v. 
City of Hanford (1990) 221 Cal.App.3d692. 727-728). The EIR/EIS improperly defers the 
analysis and mitigation measure to some point in the luture. Recommendation: The EIR/EIS 
must address the current proposed impacts and cannot assume a later adjustment. 


36. Page 3.4-48 Improper Conclusion with Analysis or Data 

I he DEIR/EIS makes the following finding: 
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7i» the Fresno to Bakersfield Section, the maximum train speeds would he 220 mph. At this speed, the 
distance from the centerline of the tracks within which annoyance or surprise can occur would he 45 feet, 
which is within the project right-ofiway where people and animals will he excluded with fencing. For 
these reasons, rapid onset noise events are considered to have an effect of negligible intensity under 
NEPA. and a less than significant impact under CEQA." 

The DEIR/EIS docs not provide any analysis or information regarding the effects of annoyance 
or the thresholds. The DEIR/EIS also does not provide any evidence that would justify the 45 
foot impact zone that would create a noise annoyance. A study conducted by Schomcr and 
Associates in April 2001 10 found that the World Health Organization believes that noises at 55 
dB would generate a serious noise annoyance and 50dB would generate a moderate noise 
annoyance. Given that the DEIR/EIS indicates that at 100 feet trom the alignment the HSR can 
generate a sound level of approximately 92 dB. by World Health Organization standards there is 
a significant chance of creating a sound annoyance. 

I he report prov ided indicates evidence that the analysis conducted by the DEIR/EIS is faulty 
l"he DEIR/EIS is required to provide a realistic and factually support analy sis of impacts. With 
the prov ided information the DEIR/EIS should be redrafted to consider these impacts and 
provide mitigation measures as necessary. 


37. Page 3.4-48 Improper Conclusion with No Supporting Analysis or Data 

The DEIR/EIS makes the following finding: 

"At locations adjacent to the LPRR BNSF. or SR 99 where the existing noise is already • high, there would 
he no effects under SEP A and no impacts under CEQA. " 

The BNSF and UPRR tracks ty pically see sound levels around the 75-85 dB range as evidenced 
by sound studies conducted along these tracks and reported in the DEIR/EIS. Both of these 
sy stems run dozens of trains per day. whereas the IISR sy stem will be running upwards ot 6 
trains per hour in each direction. The DEIR/EIS fails to address the significant increase from 
ambient ( BNSF/L’PRR) sound and the significant increase in frequency of noise. Without this 
information the DEIR/EIS falsely reports the finding of no effects under NEPA and no impacts 
under CEQA. 

38. Page 3.4-52 Inadequate Mitigation Measure for Construction Noise 

The DEIR/EIS provides measures by which a contractor can mitigate for excessive noise under 
N&V-MV1#!: Construction noise mitigation measures. Although these measure can be 
implemented and cun be effective, the mitigation measure fail to provide a compliance and 
response mechanism that would allow the residents, businesses and facilities located near the 
construction zones to seek assistance in addressing noise impacts to their operations or homes. 
Without such a program, these people will likely rely upon low enforcement to lodge complaints 


" Paul Schomcr. Ph D. P.E. A White Paper; Assessment of Noise Amman^c. Schomcr and Associates. Inc. 2001 
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therefore adding a burden to the local law cnlorcemcnt which is not critical and will divert their 
attention away from serious crimes. 

The mitigation measure docs not provide a significant amount ot detail that the public or 
decision maker can ascertain its effectiveness. For instance the measure states that noise 
mitigation measure will be implemented "as necessary ”, yet fails to define when and where the 
mitigation measures will be implemented. Will a contractor be required to implement measures 
if noise exceeds a certain limit or will they require them if there are complaint? What is the 
criteria for implementation of the measures? 

The mitigation measure also docs not indicate to what degree the measure will alleviate the 
impact. The measures do not indicate if they will reduce impacts by a certain numerical number. 
The public and the decision maker cannot properly determine if the measure will be effective if a 
measure of reduction is not prov ided. 

Lastly , the cost of the mitigation measure is not provided, which leaves the implementation of 
these measure as suspect. If measure are significantly cosily and not accounted for in the project, 
they may not be feasible or realistic. 


39. Page 3.4-53 Mitigation Measure is Ambiguous and Insufficient 

The DEIR/EIS provides mitigation measures for HSR noise under N&V-MM#3: Implement 
Proposed California High-Speed Train Project Noise Mitigation Guidelines. The mitigation 
analy sis provided is incomplete and ambiguous. The reader is unable to determine the impact of 
implement the mitigation measure given the DEIR/EIS docs not indicate precisely where and 
what mitigation measure will be implemented. Although tables are provided where they 
anticipate sound barriers the measure further explains that they will work with local entities to 
select and site barriers, which would lead the reader to believe that more barriers could be 
installed to accommodate the sensitive receivers as outlined in F igurcs 3.4-15 to _■» .4- 19. 


40. Page 3.4-65 No Evidence to Prove l neconomical Status 

Hie DEIR/EIS makes the following finding: 

"Noise receivers severely impacted in the Fresno. East Hanford. Pixley. and Allensworlh areas, us well 
as those noise receivers severely impacted in Corcoran, Wasco. Shufter. and Bakersfield, would not be 
mitigated hv a south! harrier; because they are shown to he economically unfeasible, dun would receive 
other forms of mitigation, such as building insulation or payment of property' noise easements. 

The DEIR/EIS provides this statement without prov iding citations or ev idence that the 
installation of sound barriers is "economically unfeasible”. 1 he public is unable to v erily and 
understand the failure to prov ide noise mitigation given the presence of sensitive receivers within 
the impact zone. live DEIR/EIS should provide the public with the justification tor this finding 
and re-release the DEIR/EIS for public review and comment prior to finalization of the 
DEIR/EIS. 
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This statement also fails to provide data, examples or a description of the "other forms of 
mitigation" as stated. The DEIR/EIS leaves the public with the concept of'other" mitigation 
measures, yet fails to provide enough evidence that would allow the reader to conclude the 
impact on the surrounding environment. The DEIR/EIS should provide a description and 
discussion of "other" mitigation measures that would be utilized. 

There also seems to be an inconsistency in impact analysis which governed the economical 
justification for barriers. For example there are approximately 231 severe noise impact sites on 
the Hanford West Bypass Alternative I and for Barrier 1 of the Bakersfield Hybrid section only 
224 severe noise receivers. The DEIR/EIS provides no evidence that the inclusion, and or 
exclusion of barriers was warranted or economical. 
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41. Failure to Analyze Ground V ibration on Underground Facilities 

The DEIR/EIS fails to recognize the significant environmental impact of ground vibrations on 
underground facilities such as underground water lines, decpwells. electrical lines and gas lines. 
As vibrations from the HSR trains propagates outward impacts to these facilities that are 
underground could be significant. In the case of underground irrigation lines, the impact could 
be broken lines and subsequent crop damage due to lack of irrigation water. Many of the 
pipeline systems that have been utilized by farmers have been shown to tail under fatigue, such 
as \ ibration. Old concrete pipelines, techite pipelines and vitrified clay lines tend to lack 
reinforcement and are very' brittle. If exposed to intense ground vibrations, these pipelines will 
begin to fail. Over time cracks may form and when pressure is applied they will rupture. 

Under CEQA the I IK shall identify mitigation measures for each impact (see CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15126.4 subdivision (aX 1XA))- The mitigation measure must be fully enforceable 
through permit conditions, agreements or other legally binding instruments. The Lead Agency is 
also precluded from making the required CEQA findings unless the record shows that all 
uncertainties regarding the mitigation of impacts have been resolved: and the agency may not 
rely on mitigation measures of uncertain efficacy ot feasibility (Kings County Farm Bureau v. 
City of Hanford (1990) 221 Cal.App.3d692. 727-728). live EIR/EIS improperly defers the 
analysis and mitigation measure to some point in the future. Recommendation: The EIR/EIS 
must address the current proposed impacts and cannot assume a later adjustment. 
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42. Lack of Sound Attenuation Study 

The DEIR/EIS fails to prov ide the public with an analysis of the noise attenuation surrounding 
the HSR system. As sound is generated from the track it will propagate outwards. It would be 
critical to know where the sounds attenuates such that it is not audible bv the human ear so that 
the impacts to facilities within that area can be properly accounted for. The DEIR/EIS also docs 
not discriminate between ground borne noise and noise generated on elevated tracks. As sound 
is elevated it will have fewer sound interruptions such as trees and buildings, therefore the 
sounds will radiate outwards. As it stands, the noise levels from the BNSF alignment though 
1 lanford can be audible several miles outside of town. As the 1ISR trains travel on the elevated 


tracks 45’ above ground the noise will radiate outwards unimpeded and cause noise interruptions 
to businesses, schools and residences within Hanford. 
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43. Lack of Analysis and Impact Due to Train Vibration 

In May 1988 a study titled the Effect of Train-Induced Vibrations on Houses - A Case study was 
produced by J.H. Rainer and G. Pemica". The study was delivered at the Symposium on 
Serviceability of Buildings (Movements. Deformation. Vibrations. Ihc study found that ground 
vibrations can have an impact of building up to 250 m (820 ft) from the source. The DEIR/EIS 
only studies an area 275 ft from the edge of the right-of-way. therefore only 325 ft from the 
centerline of the track. The study also found that due to resonance of vibrations, homes and 
structures could see amplifications of 9 to 10 times larger. 

Another finding was the consolidation or compaction of surrounding soils which caused a 
significant settlement of structures. As soils that are fine grained become wet and v ibrations are 
applied the grain structures begin got collapse. Given the variation of soil types along the 
alignment, the DEIR/DEIS docs not analyze or provide data on the impacts of ground vibrations 
to soil consolidation and compaction. This settlement can be a significant impact of structures 
including irrigation pipelines, farming structures (ie. dairy bams, storage facilities, groundwater 
wells), homes, etc. The DEIR/EIS should provide an analysis of the vertical and horizontal 
vibration impacts on soil stability to ensure that the long term impacts of vibrations are not 
detrimental to the surrounding environment. 


Section 3.5 Electromagnetic Fields and Electromagnetic 
Interference 


1033-149 


44. Page 3.5-16 C onflicting Findings Requiring Further Review and Discussion 

I he DEIR/EIS addressed electrical field impacts dairy cows in the tollowing statement: 


"/„ regard to dairy production. McGill University conducted a study with cows in pens exposed to 
controlled EXIF levels of 330 mG and 10 kV/m. the projected magnetic and electric fields that occur at 
ground level under a 7 35 kV line at full load The researchers measured the following: melatonin levels, 
prolactin levels, milk production, milk fat content, dry matter intake by cows, and reproductive outcomes. 
While a few statistically significant changes in these fas tor* were found, hoik of the changes was outside 
the normal range for cow s (McGill University 200b). The study concluded that Uk EMt exposure dld not 
harm the cows or reduc e milk productivity- Various studies cited by other researc hers regarding r.Mt 
and wildlife suggest a range of effects similar to livestock from non-existent to relatively small to positive 
One study suggests a beneficial up,dication.for ELF-EMF in broiler chickens to fig u a common parastUc 
. II...I fthsMer tsenrhues 2009). For these reasons. EMF effects on livestock ami 


» J.H. Rainer and G. Pemuca et at. Eft l-ci of Train-Inductcd Vi^^ National 

Research Coneil Canada. 1988 
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pouttrs would hose negligible intensity under SEP A and the impact would be less than significant under 

CEQA ." 


According to Donald Hillman. Charles Gocke and Richard Moser in a paper titled Electric and 
Magnetic Field Affect Milk Production and Behavior of Cows: Results Using Shielded Neutral 
Isolation Transformer they concluded that animal behavior including milk production of cows is 
negatively impacted by "stray voltage" from power sources 1 ', tests were run on 12 farms and all 
showed animal behavior, health and milk production impacts. What was also discovered was 
that EMF's less than 1 Volt can cause damage to a cow, and a cow did not have to be touching 
metal for harmonics to occur and interfere with milk production. 

Other evidence Iras been provided that shows that secondary impacts from EMF's can cause 
impacts to dairy cows. In an article titled "Are Electromagnetic Fields Negatively Impacting 
Your Cows?. Peter Webb identifies the consequences of EMF's on dairy production Mr. 

Webb reported that grounding of electrical sy stems can impact groundwater wells, which causes 
electrolysis and the ionization of groundwater wells. Ihis causes a "metallic taste and lessens 
the surface tension of the water, causing cow s to lap water and not drink the required amount for 
optimal milk production. 

Another critical element pointed out by Mr. Webb and recently experienced by a dairy in Kings 
County is the impact of I MF's on cow behavior. They have been shown to cause problems with 
sore feet and swollen joints and failure to cooperate in the milking process. An article written by 
Kelly Hollcran 14 indicates that stray voltage on a dairy causes impacts to milk production, cow- 
illness and aborted calves. Another case was documented in dairy located near Seattle. 
Washington. In this case stray voltage from power lines near the facility caused small voltages 
in dairy equipment and nearly closed the dairy' down 1 '. Voltages that were allowed to travel 
through the ground were conducted through metal dairy structures and created small voltages 
that cause impacts to the dairy herd. 

Stray voltage can be expected as the electrified trains will take power delivered from the 
overhead catcmary system into the steel wheels and into the rails. The rails leak stray currents 
into the soil as it tries to find the path of least impedance. The soil under the ballast and tracks 
conduct current very well and allow it to surge though soil. Often these currents can induce 
voltage on metal object including diary fences and milking equipment. 

With the dairy industry being the leading agricultural commodity in Kings County. the 
DEIR/EIS fails to appropriately address the concerns and potential for EMF’s and Stray Voltage 


• Donald Hillman. Charts Gocke and Richard Moser. I;i«me and Magnetic FjcMsifcMD Pr,vJucU0D 

and bvhavior or Cow s. Result s Esiny Sh ielded NsylruLNolatjon l^wtojrocr. Shocking News. July -004. 

Peter Webb. 'Arc tkctromagneik Field'. Negatively Impacting your Cows?" 

. 

1 Kelts Hollcran. "Dairy Farmer: Stray Voltage Made Cattle III and Cauved Emotional Distress . 

• 

' March 1 

!< Warren Com well: "Dairy Farmer Wins SI.I Million Against Ctility": 

il; October 4.2012 


1033-149 1 on milking cows. I he alignment proposed in the DEIR/EIS travels through and adjacent to 

seven! daily operations, which could potentially impact milk production and herd health. I he 
1033-150 DE1R 1 is should ptov ide further rev iew on the topics identified and re-release the DEIR MS lor 

1 public review and comment. 
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45. Page 3.5-18 Failure to Completely Address Impact 

The DEIR/EIS attempts to address the increased potential for corrosion to surrounding facilities 
by making the following statement: 

"If adjacent pipelines ami otlter linear metallic structures are not .sufficiently groum/ed through the direct 
contact with earth, the project w ould include additional grounding of pipelines and other linear metallic 
objects in coordination with llte affected owner or utility, as part of the construction of the HST System. 
Alternatively, insulating joints or couplings may he installed in continuous metallic pipes to prevent 
current flow." 

"The potential for corrosion from ground currents would he avoided by installing supplemental 
groumling or by insulating sections in continuous metallic objects in accordance with standard HST 
designs. Because the potential for corrosion is slight and would he avoided hy standard design 
provisions, the effect would lun-e negligible intensity wider SEP A. Under C EQA. the impact would he 
less than significant." 

Although the DEIR/EIS recognizes the impact associated with currents that How through soils 
and cause increase corrosion to metal facilities, it docs not appropriately address and provide for 
a thoughtful and comprehensive mitigation process. I he DEIR/EIS responds to the impact by 
providing measures to implement increased grounding and insulation efforts tor landowners, 
however the statement leads the public and the decision maker to believe that mitigation 
measures are only being implemented on HSR facilities. What the DEIR/EIS tails to details is 
how 1 this shall be carried out. The public is left without the ability to determine the effectiveness 
of this mitigation measure given the lack of detail provided. 

Questions that would be mandatory to answer prior to making a determination is: 

• How far should electrical current travel, which could impact underground metal facilities 
and metal structures that are not grounded properly? 

• Flow docs the Contractor and the Authority intend to identify all potential metallic 
facilities and structures that could be exposed to an increase in corrosion potential? 

• What techniques would be implemented in differing situations. Examples: I low to 
provide protection for groundwater dccpwells. long irrigation pipelines, metal pole-barn 
structure, metal shade structures at dairies, etc.? 

• What happens if a landowner finds excessive corrosion to an facility after HSR service 
has begun? 

I he DEIR/EIS prov ides a very cursory identification of the problem, a very limited explanation 
of the mitigation and no description of the effectiveness ol the mitigation and how it will be 
executed. The reader and the public cannot determine the severity ot the impact, nor the 
effectiveness of the mitigation measure given the information prov ided in the DEIR/EIS. 
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46. Failure to Address EMF Impacts of C rop Production 

The EMF created by the HSR alignment will induce an EMF in areas that are surrounded by 
agriculture. Given the close proximity to crops and farming, the DEIR/KIS tails to address 
impacts on crop production. Recent reports have show ncgati\e impacts of EMI 's on crop 
production. A thesis done by S. Somasekaran at the School of Energy. Environment and Natural 
Resources at Madurai Kamaraj University in India looked at the impacts that EMF’s can hav e on 
crop production. Mr. Somasekaran discovered that plants grown under an EMF showed 
reductions in shoot length, root length, leaf area, leaf fresh w eight, specific leaf weight, 
short/root ratio, total biomass content and total water content 16 . Reduced growth and 
physiological parameters were caused by the reduction in cell division and cell enlargement. 

The study further looked at production rates of crops located near EMF's and crops located 
without an EMF. Crops under EMF’s were generally stressed and produced less, which in turn 
had an economic impact in the communities. 

The DEIR/KIS should provide a thorough review of the impacts associated w ith EMF’s on plant 
life, with an emphasis of agricultural crop production. 
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47. Failure to Address EMF Impacts on Bee Hive Activity 

The Use of bees for pollination of agricultural products such as almonds and fruit trees is 
essential to the economic viability of our agricultural community. As the HSI alignment passes 
randomly and irresponsibly through some of the most valuable fruit and nut tree crops in C enlral 
California, the caicmary and electrical system required to support electrical service to the HSR 
alignment could potentially have impacts on bee colonies that are used to pollinate crops. I he 
following science has been discovered concerning electrical impacts to bees: 


• Bioelectromagnetics. 1981 l2(4):3 15-28. 

Biological effects of a 765-kV transmission line: exposures and thresholds in 
honeybee colonies. 

Greenberg B. Bindokas VP. Gauger JR. 

Honeybee colonies exposed under a 765-kV. 60-Hz transmission line at 7 kV/m show the 
following sequence ofetYects: 1) increased motor activity with transient increase in hive 
temperature: 2) abnormal propolization: 3) impaired hive weight gain: 4) queen loss and 
abnormal production of queen cells: 5) decreased sealed brood: and 6) poor winter 
surv iv al. When colonics were exposed at 5 different E fields (7. 5.5. 4.1. 1.8. and 0.65- 
0.85 kV/m) at incremental distances from the line, different thresholds tor biologic 
effects were obtained. Hive net weights showed significant dose-related lags at the 
following exposures: 7 kV/m, one week: 5.5 kV/m, 2 weeks: and 4.1 kV/m. 11 weeks. 


" Fr. K. Muihuchclian. C.Sc. "F.fTcct of Electromagnetic tkld on Some Selected Crop Plans": Madurai Kamaraj 
University. School of Energy. Environment and Natural Resources: December 2007. 


The two lowest exposure groups had normal weight after 25 weeks. Abnormal 
propolization of hive entrances did not occur below 4.1 kV/m. Queen loss occurred in 6 
of 7 colonies at 7 kV/m and 1 of 7 at 5.5 kV/m. but not below. Foraging rates were 
significantly lower only at 7 and 5.5 kV/m. Hive weight impairment and abnormal 
propolization occur at lower E-field intensity than other eftects and limit the biological 
effects corridor" of the transmission line to approximately 23 m bey ond a ground line 
projection of each outer phase w ire. Intrahivc E fields of 15-100 kV/m were measured 
with a displacement current sensor. Step-potential-induced currents up to 0.5 microA 
were measured in an electrically equivalent bee model placed on the honeycomb in a hive 
exposed at 7 kV/m. At 1.8 kV/m body currents were a few nanoamperes, or two orders of 
magnitude lower, and these colonics showed no effects. E-field versus electric shock 
mechanisms are discussed. 

• Bioclcctromagnetics. 1989:10(1): 1-12. 

Laboratory investigations of the electrical characteristics of honey bees and their 
exposure to intense electric fields. 

Bindokas VP. Gauger JR. Greenberg B. 

Bees exposed to 60-Hz electric (E) fields greater than 150 kV/m show field-induced 
v ibrations of wings, antennae, and body hairs. They also show altered behavior if 
exposed while in contact with a conductive substrate. Measurements indicate that 
approximately 240 nA is coupled to a bee standing on a conductive substrate in a 100- 
kV/m E field. In lab experiments, bee disturbance and sting result from exposure to E 
field greater than 200 kV/m (bee current greater than 480 nA) and reduced voluntary 
movements at greater than 300 kV/m (greater than 720 nA bee current) only if the bee is 
on a conductive substrate. It is hypothesized that in the latter situation coupled bee 
current drains through the lower thorax and legs to the conductive substrate, and that the 
resulting enhanced current density in these regions is the cause ot observed responses. 

I he observ ation that bees exposed to intense E fields on an insulator show vibration of 
body parts but no behavioral response suggests that v ibration contributes little to the 
disturbance of bees in intense E fields, l^ab measurements ol bee impedance trom front- 
to-rear leg pairs were made on wet and dry conductors. Measurements validate the 
selection of 1 M omega as a middle value for bee impedance used in the design of 
devices used to generate step-potential-induced currents in bees. 


• Bioclectromagnetics. 1988;9(3):285-30l. 

Mechanism of biological effects observed in honey bees (Apis mellifera, L.) hived 
under extra-high-voltage transmission lines: implications derived from bee exposure 
to simulated intense electric fields and shocks. 

Bindokas VP. Gauger JR. Greenberg B. 

This work explores mechanisms for disturbance of honey bee colonies under a 765 kv. 
60-Hz transmission line {electric (E) field 7 kV/m) observed in previous studies. 
Proposed mechanisms fell into two categories: direct bee perception of enhanced m-hivc 
F. fields and perception of shock from induced currents. The adv erse biological eftects 
could be reproduced in simulations where only the worker bees were exposed to shock or 
to E field in elongated hive entrance ways ( 3 tunnels). We now report the results of lull- 
scale experiments using the tunnel exposure scheme, which assesses the contribution ot 
shock and intense F. field to colony disturbance. Exposure of worker bees (1.400 h) to 60- 
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Hz E fields including 100 kV/m under moisture-free conditions within a nonconductivc 
tunnel causes no deleterious affect on colony behavior. Exposure of bees in conductive 
(e.g.. wet) tunnels produces bee disturbance, increased mortality, abnormal propoli/ation. 
and possible impairment of colony growth. Wc propose that this substrate dependence of 
bee disturbance is the result of perception of shock from coupled body currents and 
enhanced current densities postulated to exist in the legs and thorax of bees on 
conductors. Similarly, disturbance occurs when bees arc exposed to step* potential- 
induced currents. At 275-350 nA single bees are disturbed: at 600 nA bees begin 
abnormal propoli/ation behavior: and stinging occurs at 900 nA. We conclude that 
biological effects seen in bee colonics under a transmission line are primarily the result ol 
electric shock from induced hive currents, litis evaluation is based on the limited effects 
of E-field exposure in tunnels, the observed disturbance thresholds caused by shocks in 
tunnels, and the ability of hives exposed under a transmission line to source currents 100- 
1.000 times the shock thresholds. 

The DEIR/EIS fails to recognize the impact of electrical fields on bees. As agriculture utilize 
bees to pollinate crops and also produce honey. the DEIR/EIS should provide recognition of the 
impact and an analysis of its significance. The determination of significance should also 
necessitate a discussion of mitigation measures their feasibility. 


Section 3.6 Public Utilities and Electricity 
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requirements for a specific location with a specific speed. The analysis should also be 
considered given the manner in which power is required to meet the sy stem requirements. Will 
the power be consistent, or will power be cyclic when the demand is required to power the train? 
Essentially the DEIR/EIS should address the transient power requirements as a train passes 
through an area. 


49. Page 3.6-18 f ailure to Identify SCE Mascot Sub Station 

lire DEIR/EIS makes the following findings: 

There are two substations in the study area, both in Finns County. One station owned hy Southern 
California Ellison is approximately 900feet north of Front Street on the west side of 13th Avenue 
lu/Jaeent to the potential Kings/ Tulare Regional Station-West Alternative I second substation, owned hy 
PGAE, is at the northwestern corner of the intersection of Kent Avenue and South Hilt Avenue, south of 
the city of Hanford, ami adjacent to the Hanford West Alternative and proposed oi-ercrossing Kent 
Avenue ." 

The DEIR/EIS fails to identify the SCF Mascot Sub Station which is currently being constructed 
on the southwest comer of 7 1/2 Avenue and Grangeville Boulevard. 1 he Mascot station is 
directly adjacent to the HSR alignment and potentially w ithin the footprint of some of the HSR 
supporting facilities. The DEIR/EIS should ensure that SCE and the County of Kings is 
consulted to appropriately address the impacts to this newly constructed substation. 
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48. Page 3.6-11 Improper Basis for Calculation and Assumption 

The DEIR/EIS makes the following explanation for the calculation of power requirements for the 
section of HSR from Fresno to Bakersfield: 

To identify the projected energy demand of the Fresno to Bakersfield Section of the HS1 System, 
estimated energy impact for the entire HST System was prorated based on the proftortion of the length of 
HST guideway within the Fresno to Bakers field Section study area ” 

lire method for calculating the power requirements for this section ot track is incorrect and 
inappropriate. The energy (power) required for this section of track cannot simply be prorated as 
a section of the ov erall system. The power requirements should be specifically calculated to 
determine the most accurate system requirements. As live HSR system is designed to travel at 
220 mph through the Central Valley and only 125 mph in urban areas the amount of power 
required in the Central Valley will he significantly higher. The DEIR/EIS fails to properly 
address the power requirements for the public to understand the impacts of this project on the 
California power-grid. 

Power is directly related to speed, the higher the speed the more power required for the system. 
Also the extreme weather in the Central Valley will cause a significant increase in power 
consumption to run climate control sy stems within the high-speed tainsets. I he only appropriate 
way to determine the impacts of power requirements is to correctly identify the power grid 
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50. Page 3.6-19 Failure to Address Kings County Education Wireless Communication 
System 

ITie DEIR/EIS fails to address the wireless internet system that the Kings County E.ducation 
Department provides to schools and residents. 1 here are currently towers located throughout the 
City of Hanford and rural areas that connect the schools and residents to a high-speed internet 
system. On the BNSF system there are two communication towers that could potentially be 
impacted. A tower located within the City of Hanford communicates with a lower located at Kit 
Carson School. Given the height of the track and the electrical interference the DEIR/EIS should 
identify these facilities and determine if there is an impact. It there is an impact a mitigation 
measure should be studies, presented and implemented. 


51. Page 3.6-37 Failure to Address Co-Existing Easements and Priorities 

The DEIR/EIS recognizes the conflict that will arise between existing utilities such as power and 
water, howev er fulls short of providing evidence that the co-existence of the utilities in one space 
at one time is fully understood and uddressed. 1 he DEIR/EIS makes the following statement: 

"It would be standard practice dun agreements related to utility relocation or encasement require utility 
owners and operators to notify the Authority in advance of monitoring or maintenanc e of their facilities 
that remain in the HST right-of-way after construction of the guideway ." 
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The DEIR/EIS fails to anticipate the day-to-day or emergency requirement to access existing utilities that 
must be relocated as a function of the HSR project. If an electrical line must be placed under the HSR 
alignment track the power company must have absolute rights to access that line in an emergency 
situation to restore power quickly and efficiently . I he inability to address access and responsibilities can 
have a significant impact of communities and potentially those who rely upon power for life support 
systems. 

The co-existence of utilities also creates a liability issue that is not addressed by the DEIR/EIS. I or 
example, an irrigation line is relocated as a part of the project and placed below the track-bed and due to 
the fatigue of vibrations from the HSR trains passing 225 ' times a day the line fails. Typically irrigation 
lines are moving 800-2.000 gallons per minute of water. This volume of water can immediately wash an 
embankment including a track-bed. As expected the train system will be shut down and service will be 
interrupted. Who assumes liability for this accident? This scenario could be seen in any of the other 
utilities that may be relocated as a part of this project. 


52. Page 3.6-43 Improper Basis for Calculation and Assumption 

The DEIR/EIS again falsly relics upon a proration of energy consumption from the entire system to 
determine the power requirements for the 144 miles of track contemplated in this analysis. 

"The Fresno to Bakersfield Section of the HST System would contribute approximately N% to the 
statewide estimates of HST energy demand end savings, as compared with the energy use of conventional 
means of transportation. I he anticipated electricity use would he ap/noximalely I4°» of the total I IS I 
System pow er use. or 11.04 lo 16.55 gigawatt-hours <G\Vh> per day. depending upon the fare scenario. 
Ihe pay back peruxi for energy used denumd during HST construction w ould he approximately 2 to 4 
years." 


I he DEIR/EIS should make a fair and scientific calculation of the power requirements needed to 
support 114 miles of 220 mph high-speed rail service contemplated in this section. I his is 
critical to know the impacts of meeting this requirement given the current capabilities of power 
suppliers. 


53. Page 3.6-55 Failure to Analyze Power Line Installation and/or l pgradcs 

The DEIR/EIS does not address the environmental impacts associated with upgrades in power 
lines or the installation of new power transmission facilities required to deliver power to the HSR 
alignment. The DEIR/EIS makes the following statement: 

-Because these upgrades w ould he conducted in accordance with applicable regulations, the effect of 
these modifications on existing electrical infrastructure would hose negligible intensity muter HEP A. 
Under CEQA. the impact w ould he less than significant. ” 

I he DEIR/EIS seems to v aguely rccogni/c the need to connect the existing power network to the HSR 
alignment. What is missing is analy sis and environmental impacts associated w ith installing and/or 
upgrading power lines to deliver power to the HSR system. 


Fresno to Bakers field DEIR/ EIS Comments 


Page 42 of 92 


1033-169 


1033-170 


1033-171 


1033-172 


1033-173 


54. Page 3.6-57 Y crification of Gas Line l nder Ponderosa Street 

There is no evidence that the analysis provided recognition of a natural gas line located under 
Ponderosa Street on the BNSF alignment. This natural gas line serves approximately 25 rural- 
residential homes and it a critical and valuable asset. The DEIR/EIS should provide clarification 
so that the reader and the public can clearly distinguish where the natural gas and other 
alignment conflicts arise. 

55. Page 3.6-60 Incomplete Analysis of Water Impacts 

The DEIR/EIS recognizes water infrastructure as an impact, however only addresses a limited 
list of water facilities, which falls well short of the realistic number and classification of water 
facilities that will be impacted. I he DEIR/EIS provides the following limited and misleading 
analysis: 

"Table 3.6-15 identifies the number of low-risk potential conflicts between the BNSF Alternative ami 
asuK’iated station areas and existing water facilities. The B\Sh Alternative would cross at least 129 
w ater lines, valves, pumps hydrants, irrigation pipelines, am! canals. The majority of tltese crossings 
would be in the city of Fresno and other urban areas where the HST would he on im elevated guideway." 

The number and identification of irrigation lines in the rural areas seems to be missing. Ihis is 
also supported by the fact that the leant responsible for the DEIR/EIS has not spoken to any 
landowner about the location of existing irrigation pipelines that are utili/ed to move water 
throughout the region. Ihesc pipelines constitute a large number ol facilities that will cross the 
HSR alignment. These crossings are critical to each operations, which is considered a business. 
Given that each business relies upon these irrigation lines to meet crop demands, the replacement 
and timing of such replacement it critical to ensure that businesses are not impacted. ITtis 
includes the minimization of the risk to eliminating irrigation water from permanent crops, which 
would be a severe impact. 

The DEIR/EIS provides no evidence that measures are in place to ensure that landowners can 
successfully replace irrigation lines in a appropriate manner. Details arc not provided as to 
intricate process required to identify, locate, replace and develop a long-term program to situate 
irrigation lines under a heavily traveled and vibrated corridor. 1 his also includes the lack ot a 
plan to address future pipeline failures and liability. 


56. Page 3.6-62 Incorrect Statement 

The DEIR/EIS makes the following incorrect statement: 

7,1 addition, local water-use efficiency goals mandated statewide under AB v7-7. tlx- Hater Consenation 
Act. M mild partially offset the adtiilional water denumd expected from the HST station operation. ” 

The DEIR/EIS incorrectly refers to the statewide bill as AB \7-7. which should be SB x7-7. 
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57. Page 3.6-66 Failure to Address Lack of Wastewater Treatment Availability 

The DIER/E1S fails to address ihe lack of wastewater treatment availability to the BNSF station 
on the east side of I lanford. Given the location of the station is in the rural area of Kings Counts 
and on the east side of Highway 43. the City of Hanford lias not extended sewer lines to that 
area. The DEIR/EIS fails to address the need to extend sewer service or include provisions for 
septic systems at the station location. 
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58. Page 3.6-67 Failure to Address Stormwater Analysis 

l hc DEIR/EIS fails to provide the reader and public w ith an appropriate analy sis of the potential 
impacts to stormwater drainage and the potential systems it w ill impact. Hie DEIR/EIS makes 
the following statement: 

"As discussed in Section 3.N. Hydrology ll,hi Water Resources, the project would result in 
increases in stormwater runoff. The project design would specifically adibress stormwater 
volumes and flow requirements. During final design, an evaluation of each receiving stormwater 
system v ca/tacily to accommodate project runof f would he conducted." 

The DEIR/EIS defers the stormwater analysis including volume and flow calculations to a later 
date. T his information is critical for the reader, public and Authority to properly assess the 
impacts to stormwater features. This type of analy sis is ty pical and necessary in the CEQA and 
NEPA process. For example, included in Attachment Ti is a study conducted by l RS for the 
Interstate 710 Corridor Project. The report was titled. Water Quality and Stormwater runoff 
Study. Final Report. Interstate 710 Corridor Project Between Ocean Boulevard and live Stale 
Route 60 Interchange. T his report was included in the 1710 Corridor Project EIR/EIS and 
provided calculation of potential flows, water quality issues and mitigation measures tailored to 
the impacts associated with the project. 

I he DEIR/EIS fails to reach the minimum threshold for suitable information required to make a 
determination of impacts per CEQA and NEPA. The DEIR/EIS cannot defer analysis to after a 
decision on behalf of the lead agencies. I he DIER/EIS should prepare a suitable drainage 
analysis for the public. 

59. Page 3.6-77 Incorrect Calculation of Power Consumption 

"The project would increase electricity demand. Because of the anticipated times of peak rail travel, 
impacts on electricity generation and transmission facilities would he particularly focused on peak 
electricity demand periods 14 pm to 6 pm.) According to the Statewide Program EIR/EIS (Authority 
and FRA 2005). the HST would increase peak electricity demand on the stale i generation and 
transmission infrastructure by an estimated 4S0 W in 2020. Based on the assumption that this /teak 
demand would he evenly spread throughout the system, the Fresno to Bakersfield Section would require 
approximately 7* MW of additional peak capacity." 
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I he DEIR/EIS again provides no evidence on how values were calculated. Given previous 
assumptions of the DEIR/EIS that power consumption is prorated throughout the system, the 
number provided are inaccurate. 
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Section 3.8 Hydrology and Water Resources 


60. Page 3.8-1 Failure to Apply a Criteria and Design Feature Constantly 

llte alternative would use existing transportation corridors and rail lines lo reduce new 
crossings, changes lo drainage, and encroachments on water resources. 

lhc DEIR/EIS fails to recognize that for several miles the alignments proposed from Fresno to 
Bakersfield are not located along any transportation corridor. Specifically, the alignments 
through Kings County fail to follow any transportation corridors. This creates a very unfortunate 
situation where the accrual of hy drologic impacts are increased in the Kings County area. I he 
DEIR/EIS docs not address the reasoning for apply a design and alignment philosophy in one 
area and not in another. Ihe DEIR/EIS should provide a detailed analy sis for the public and the 
decision maker regarding the need to deviate from this approach when traveling through Kings 
County . Without out such analysis the reader and the decision maker are unable to determine it 
the alignment is the least damaging alternative given as it is known that an alignment near a 
transportation corridor will reduce impacts as stated above. 


61. Page 3.8-11 Failure to Analyze the Cumulative Impacts of Groundwater Pumping 
Due to the Project 

The DEIR/EIS addresses live consumption of groundwater, however only addresses the 
consumption of groundwater concerning facilities such as the I IMF and IISR Stations. I he 
DEIR/EIS fails to completely address the increased pumping required to supply water to the 
influx of urban residents that will be introduced to Central Valley communities. 


In section 1.0 Project Need and Purpose the DEIR/F.1S establishes the following statement on 
Page 1-7: 


-Mud, of this population growth will he accommodated in the metropolitan coastal areas or m Southern 
California \ Inland Empire. However, grow th and development in tltese regions are inc reasingly 
challenged because of environmental and i/tmlin-pfdife issues. Including the high housing paces These 
areas are fintling it increasingly difficult lo ac commodate new development: and despite economic 
pressure to grow, the combination of rising costs and local opposition is likely to push a substantial 
number of /teople to seek homes amt employment elsewhere. The San Joa*,mn Valley is a likely outlet for 
tins population pressure: with a youthful population, it h also a major sourc e "/growth ,,, lts own right 


This statement sets the state for an urban movement towards the affordable and spacious Central 
Valley communities. HSR allows residents in urban settings such as Los Angeles and San 
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Francisco to access rural settings such as Fresno and Bakersfield. I radilionally urban incomes 
are higher than Central Valley incomes and land and homes in urban setting arc significantly 
higher than in the Central Valley. The average cost of a home in San Francisco currently sits at 
approximately $710,000 (httpi w ww uulia.co m real estate vmj Taneiseo-_C aiitomu ) while the 
cost of a home in F resno currently sits at approximately $125,000 

fhtlp://w wxv.trulia.com/real estate/ Ircstto-C'ali form a/roarket-trends/) . This represents a cost 
differential of $585,000. If the average price of a round-trip ticket between I resno and San 
Francisco costs $100. and a commuter used the train every day of the w eek (minus holidays and 
two weeks of vacation) that commuter could travel between the two cities for 25 years with the 
cost savings. Many of these commuters will realize the buying power of their salaries in the 
Central Valley and opt for the larger homes, which coincide with larger lots in lucrative 
communities. 

The information above provides evidence that a realistic analysis of the potential influx of 
homeowners from the urban areas of California to the rural and affordable regions of the Central 
Valley should be conducted. Economic pressures, commute prices, average salaries, family 
dynamics and educational opportunities should all be investigated in determining the potential to 
induce a exodus from the urban setting to the Central Valley. 

With the increase flux of people comes the increased flux of water consumption. The Central 
Valley, which is a conjunctive use basin relies upon the delicate balance between surface water 
and groundwater pumping. Most cities within the Central Valley rely upon groundwater to meet 
residential needs, rite exception is the City of Fresno, which has a surface water treatment plant. 
As commuters begin to move towards Central Valley cities there will be an increased pressure on 
already over-allocated water supplies to meet the drinking water needs. I Ik* DEIR/EIS fails to 
identify or analy ze the increase groundwater consumption within the Central Valley created by 
the influx of commuters moving the Central Valley. 

The DEIR/EIS should provide an analy sis of the potential increase in groundwater pumping 
required to meet future population demands created by the high-speed rail project. This should 
include an analysis of current supplies and future supplies needed to meet the demand. Also 
required is an analysis of the ability to meet demand with groundwater and surfacewater. 
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62. Page 3.8-27 Ground Subsidence 

The DEIR/EIS identifies the presence of ground subsidence due to the excessive groundwater 
pumping, however fails to address this phenomenon as an impact and its potential impact on 
groundwater extraction. I"he U.S. Geological Survey has found that between 1920 and 1977 the 
Central Valley subsided by 29.6 feet, which is approximately 6.25 inches per year This 
significant amount of subsidence has not been identified or addressed by the DF.IR/EIS. I he 
DEIR/EIS does also not address the variation in subsidence throughout the valley. 


Recent experiences in Taiwan show the impact of groundwater pumping on HSR systems. 
Included in Attachment are two articles recently produced that document the impact of 
subsidence on HSR system and the mitigation measure to ensure that track deflection is not 
beyond the tolerance of HSR systems. Although the impact of subsidence can be viewed as an 
engineering feature, the only case example for mitigation of subsidence is provided in the 
examples found in Tiawan. which was to restrict agricultural pumping Taiwan addressed the 
problem by restricting agricultural pumping in 1.000 deepwells for 10 years to reduce the 
subsidence down to 3 cm 1 *. This also cost a significant amount of money, totalling $1.83 billion 
in 2011 dollars, which would be significant higher in the highly productive Central Valley of 
California 19 

The DEIR/EIS should address the potential for subsidence to impact track deflection and the 
potential mitigation measures to avoid any track subsidence that will coincide with ground 
subsidence. Once the mitigation measures arc identified the environmental impacts should be 
analy zed and their significance both on a CEQA and NEPA basis should be provided to the 
reader. 


63. DEIR/EIS L se of Septic System Without Appropriate Analysis 

The DEIR/EIS located the potential HSR Station along the east alignment in an area that is not 
currently accessible to public utilities such as water and sewer systems. I he DEIR/EIS fails to 
address the implementation of a septic sy stem to handle a large public facility such as a HSR 
station in a rural area. I he DEIR/EIS contemplates a potential ridership forecast of upwards of 
3,000+ riders per day through the station. Public facilities to handle this volume of sew age 
material if a urban sewer system is not available w ould be a significant source ot groundwater 
pollution. Of notable contamination will be the discharge of nitrates to shallow groundwater 
sources. 

I he potential for a significant septic system to dispose ot large volumes ot sewage on the HSR 
station site is not mentioned or analyzed for environmental impacts. C urrently the C entral 
Valiev is undergoing a movement to identify contributors to contaminants that cause the 
pollution of drinking w ater w ells. Once source of pollutants such as nitrates and nitrites has been 
septic sy stems. If the sy stem requires and on-site septic sy stem that allow s sewage material to be 
percolated into the local groundwater, the DF.IR/EIS should document the potential and analyze 
the environmental impact. Many of the local houses nearby will be exposed to an increased 
amount of sewage percolation and potentially be exposed to contamination in shallow aquifers, 
which are currently being accessed for rural drinking water. 


64. Page 3.8-13 DEIR/EIS Incorrect Housing Statement 

I he DEIR/EIS makes the follow ing statement: 


‘ R.I.. Ireland. J.F. Poland and F.S. Riley. UndSubs ideneC-in jhcSarLJ. fflWjin Yj II o . C a li fomk _a5_ot IW) 
USC.S Paper 437-4. 1984. 


'• Shih Hsiu-chuan. "Government to act on high-speed rail subsidence problem". I .vpci Times. July 26.2011 
Meg Chang. "Taiwan tackles land subsidence with water project", lam an Today. July 26. 2011. 
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-Because the project will not construct any housing and relocation of residents as a result of the 
project would not cause construction of new housing (see analysis in Chapter 3.12. 
Socioeconomics. Communities, and Environmental Justice). placing housing within a 100-year 
flootl hazard area is not addressed ." 

I he DF.1R/EIS incorrectly assumes that housing will not be created as a result of relocation. As stated in 
previous sections the relocation of two communities referred to as the Pondcrosa Community and the 
Newark Communities arc being contemplated for a full relocation by the Project. Given details have not 
been outlined in the DI.IR7l.IS. the potential to site these two communities within a flood zone could be a 
potential. The DLIR/IIS also incorrectly assumes that homes that are taken by eminent domain will not 
lie replaced by the construction of new homes. Many homes that are located near the Kings River or 
canal systems may find that relocation will be within a flood zone. 


65. Page 3.8-38 Failure to properly address Floodplain Impacts 

The DEIR/EIS make the following conclusion regarding impacts to floodplains impacts: 

“Effects to flood risk at the at-grade sections of the triuk would have negligible Intensity under SEP A. 
am! Impacts would be less than significant under CEQA." 

The DEIR/EIS provides no evidence w ithin the document to substantiate this finding. I he HSR 
alignments through the area intersect numerous floodplain /ones identified by FEMA. The 
average height of the at-grade section of the alignment is approximately 8-10 fed. This type of 
track bed essentially creates an elevated levee perpendicular to the Hood /ones. The DEIR/EIS 
prov ides a statement of Page 3.8-28 that recognizes the importance of a man-made lev ee: 

'The Tulare l ake Basin is relatively fiat, with broad, shallow floodplains that are either unconlamed. or 
are uncontuined at higher flows due to levee overtopping. In the vicinity of the proposed alignments a 
notable feu lor contributing to the size ofdte floodplains is the existing B\SF Railway embankment, winch 
acts as an impetiimenl to water moving from east to west toward the Tulare Lake Basin. 

The DEIR/EIS fails to provide an adequate analysis to reach the conclusion of impacts under 
NEPA and CEQA. The DEIR/EIS provides a minimal attempt to address the impacts by 
describing that culverts will be properly sized to carry water across the alignment. Fhe analysis 
fails to address the impacts of collecting flood waters that sheet-flow across lands and will be 
impounded against the alignments until it reaches a culvert. As water flows across lands to reach 
the low-point on the valley floor, water is currently allowed to naturally find its way. however 
with the creation of a 8-10 fool levee along the entire stretch of the v alley floor, water will 
impound against the levee beginning with those against streams. Water will then flow along the 
levee until a culvert is encountered. This change in Hood water path will have significant 
impacts to those landowners on the upstream side of the alignment. 

The DEIR/EIS also fails to analyze and address impacts to those landowners on the downstream 
side of culverts. Currently water is allowed to naturally sheet-flow across land, however with the 
placement of a levee and a culvert, water will be focused to those culverts and discharged on 
downstream lands. In the event of a 100-year storm, these flows could he significant and the 
impacts and damages will also be significant. The alteration of the floodplain changes the way 
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in which landowners will be exposed to future flooding, and therefore it will impact the fees and 
potential for flood insurance. 

Supporting documentation reveals that the HSR alignment passes along 24 miles ot floodplains 
and 60% of this length (14.4 miles) will be constructed on fill (Hydrology and Water Resources 
Technical Report. Page 5-12). This fill based alignment has the potential to reroute and impede 
flood flows. This is a significant impact. 


66. Page 3.8-30 Failure to address timing of canal encroachment and construction 

Hie DEIR/EIS identifies numerous locations where the HSR alignments will intersect irrigation 
canals. The DEIR/EIS establishes the replacement of these systems, howev er fails to address the 
timing of the replacement. The timing is crucial and can have significant environmental impacts 
on the surrounding area. Two scenarios that have not been addressed arc I) impacts from 
construction during flood season and 2) impacts from construction during irrigation season. 

If construction occurs during the winter months during which tlood releases occur, the channels 
that are identified will not be able to be utilized to move flood flows through the valley I his 
could have a significant impact on the area, including other upstream areas that will have to curry 
excess flood waters that would typically be conveyed in the channels through the alignment area. 

If construction occurs during the summer irrigation months the inability to deliver water through 
these channels would be environmentally and economically dev astating. 1 he fanning 
community relies upon surface water delivered through these channels to meet irrigation 
demands. Many crops in the Kings/Tulare/Kcm area are permanent. Uck of water for one 
irrigation season could have a dev astating outcome. Landowners who have wells can 
supplement the surface water, however the DEIR/EIS should address the environmental impact 
of forcing landowners to use groundwater. 


67. Page 3.8-39 Inadequate analysis to reach CEQA and NEPA conclusion 

The DEIR/EIS makes the following statement regarding potential for water quality impacts: 

“The trains and tracks would not he expected to be significant pollutant sources: however the 
stations, the new road overpasses, and the HMFfacility could create new sources of potentially 
contaminated runoff Project stormwater system design would accommodate project runoff and 
would provide stormwater quality treatment for the new mul replaced roads ami highway s (see 
Chapter 2. Alternatives), train stations. t»hl HMF Jitcilily. Runoff from these facilities would he 
directed to treatment BMPs and should not result in water quality changes to local water bodies. 
Effects to water quality during project operation would have negligible intensity under \EPA ami 
impacts would be less than significant umter CEQA ." 

The DEIR/EIS provides an inadequate analy sis to reach the CEQA and NEPA impacts. I he 
maintenance of the HSR alignment would necessitate the application ol herbicides and pesticides 
to control weeds and other biological intruders like gophers and ground squirrels. As the 
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application of these chemical arc not directly a water quality impact, the manner in w hich the 
alignment is being designed and handling water runoff does present a significant water quality 
impact. The DEIR/EIS has established a self-contained corridor in which all drainage is kept 
along the alignment in drainage swales and moved parallel to the tracks. At some point this 
material should be either collected or discharged to a stream to move the water away. As the 
alignment will be constructed with a higher level of compaction than the surrounding larm 
ground, the corridor will not have the absorptive capacity and will generate a significant amount 
of runoff. This material will be laden with chemicals and pollutants that arc collected w ithin the 
corridor. Under the local Regional Water Quality Control Board Irrigated Lands Program, and 
collection of storm runoff and discharge cither to a channel or groundwater is considered a 
pollution source. 


Section 3.9 Geology, Soils and Seismicity 

68. Page 3.9-2 Insufficient Findings to Draw Conclusion 

The DEIR/EIS attempts to ignore an analysis of the av ailable aggregate supplies for the area 
based upon a false finding. The statement made in the DEIR/EIS is as follows: 


1033-201 1 p] RM | | | go for mining, the DEIR/EIS shall provided an environmental mfogfc on the need 

for additional borrow sites, including the location and timing of the mining operations. 


69. Page 3.9-23 Deferral of Analysis Leads to Incomplete Analysis 

The DEIR/EIS attempts to defer an analysis of the "difficult excavation" areas until the 
construction of the project. The DEIR/EIS makes the following statement: 

"Further site-specific subsurface geotechnical investigations and geotechnical design 
evaluations Mould he conducted during the design of the project to determine specific locations 
where difficult excavations may occur and to [dan for this during construction 

The DEIR/EIS postpones an analysis of the potential difficult excavation sites, which could 
provide a misleading analysis to the readers, decision makes and public when utilizing this^ 
document to ascertain the environmental impact of this project. In determining the scale ot 
impacts or the LEDPA the reader, decision maker and the public cannot ascertain as to the 
alignment that may lead to the LEDPA or minimize the costs of dealing with a difficult 
excavation site. 


"Permitted aggregate resources in the project area equal approximately 3B0.000.000 tons The 
California Geological Survey (COS) estimates that only ahont 6% of the total aggregate 
resources available in the areas they studied, which include the counties that the Fresno to 
Bakersfield Section of the California 11ST System crosses, have been developed (CGS 2006) 
Based on this estimate, there would he sufficient aggregate and fill available to provide material 
for the project without harmfully depleting available sources. Therefore, borrow sites are not 
evaluated in the analysis of geology, soils . and seismicity. 

The DEIR/EIS fails to identify what is meant by the "area” which could have a significant 
impact of local resources available or local projects. For example, many ot the aggregate mining 
facilities located in the Tulare County area are running out of material and there is only one new 
aggregate site permitted for construction in the near future. If this project relies too heavily on 
local supplies in the Tulare County area, aggregate that would have been available for other local 
projects such as roads, buildings, homes and other infrastructures project will not have the 
necessary local aggregate available. 

The study cited indicates that there arc large amounts ot aggregate resources available, however 
those sources are not permitted for immediate access. Often mining operations hav e taken up to 
20 years to permit. The DEIR/EIS fails to leave the reader, decision maker and public w ith the 
appropriate analysis of available aggregate recourses to meet the demand of the project. 
Therefore, the DEIR/EIS improperly concludes that the availability of aggregate resources and 
potential borrow sites arc not evaluated as a part of this project. 

The DEIR/EIS shall provide further analysis and data to the reader, decision make and public as 
to the exact aggregate resources available and its impact on other local projects that would need 
such identified available aggregate. It the analysis shows that there is insufficient aggregate 


70. Page 3.9-23 Impacts with Lack of Alternatives 

The DF.1R/EIS prov ides the following statement regarding corrosive soils: 

M Mapping shown in the Fresno to Bakersfield Section: Geologs>. Soils, and Seismicity Technical 
Retxtrt (Authority and FRA 2012) suggests that The HST alternative alignments from just north 
„fCross ( reek south through Kings County otul most of Tulare County Mould be knitted m sods 
that M ould he of high corrosivity to concrete while the remainder of the alignments M ould be 
located on soils of low to moderate corrosivity to concrete. The HSi alternative alignments from 
Fresno to fust north ofConefo Mould be located on soils predominantly of moderate corrosivity 
to uncoated steel while the remainder of the alignments Mould be located on soils of high 
corrosivity ' to uncoaled steel Highly erodihle soils occur intermittently along the HSI 
alternative alignments from Fresno to Bakersfield. ” 

Given the identification of highly corrosive soils on concrete and metal, the D1 IR/EIS provides 
no anal v sis of potential alternative that would avoid these environmental concerns. CEQA and 
NEPA require that the DEIR/EIS look at alternatives that could avoid these situations while 
simultaneously meeting the purpose and need of the project. 


71. Page 3.9-28 Failure to Analyze 

I he DEIR/EIS acknovvleges the potential for linear settlement along the alignment over time. 
Ihe following statement is made: 
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"Soil settlement could occur during project construction if imposed loads cause compression of 
the underlying materials. !t is a time-dependent process, and is most problematic at locations 
where soft deposits exist, such as siltv or clay soils that have not previously been consolidated by 
loads of the same levels as would he imposed by new construction. Such loads would be 
experienced at approach fills for elevated guideways or from embankments constructed to 
support track structural sections; for example, ballast and sub-ballast, placed to meet track 
grade requirements." 

The Central Valley Water project underwent a process called Hydrocompaction after the 
construction of the project. This issue was only discovered after the project was developed and 
added significant costs to the project. The DEIR/EIS recognizes the potential for short-term and 
long-term settlement of the alignment, however fails to address the concent appropriately. I he 
DEIR/EIS should prov ide an analy sis of the potential for settlement along with any mitigation 
measures that could avoid the situation. 


1033-205 


72. Page 3.9-28 Improper Treatment of Historical Potential and Environmental 
Consequences 

The DEIR/EIS identifies a potential historical feature in Downtown Fresno in the following 
statement: 

"The city of Fresno reportedly contains tunnels, which were allegedly constructed by Chinese 
immigrants, in the vicinity of the Fresno station alternatives (USA Today 2007). If these tunnels 
exist under the 11ST right-of-way. they would be located during geotechnical drilling conducted 
as part of final engineering design. Following appropriate cultural resources evaluation of any 
discovered tunnel, it would he filled so that it would not constitute a hazard to the HST alignment 
and station construction ." 

1 he DEIR/EIS improperly draws the conclusion that historical tunnels under Downtown Fresno 
will be "filled” to prevent damage to the HSR system. The Dl.IR'EIS should evaluate the 
significance of the tunnels and allow the public and decision makers come to a conclusion of the 
importance and need to preserve the tunnels for historical significance. The DEIR/EIS provides 
no analysis or mitigation measures to address these historical features and falsely assumes that 
they will be destroyed. 

73. Page 3.9-29 Lack of Blasting Analysis and Mitigation Measures 

Ihe DEIR/EIS indicates that in hardpan situations blasting may be utilized for excavation. The 
following statement is made: 

"Excavations in these soils may require blasting if conventional machinery is not adequate. 
Excavations in these types of soils are relatively common, and contractors are familiar with 
methods to handle excavations in hardpan." 


Fresno to Bakersfield DEIR/FJS Comments Pa & 52 °/ 92 

CKQA and NEPA require that a EIR/EIS include the analysis of impacts associated with blasting 
as a means for excavation. The noise and vibration impacts should be analyzed and taken into 
consideration within the DEIR/EIS. 


Section 3.11 Safety and Security 


1033-207 


1033-208 


74. Page 3.11-11 Figure Misrepresents Project 

In Figure 3.1 1-4 the DEIR/EIS indicates the Kings County l ire Station #4 on Houston Avenue. 
Given the proposed alignment this station will be eliminated and relocated. I he DEIR/EIS 
should either remove the station from the figure or note that it will be impacted and moved if the 
HNS I Alignment is chosen. Ihe overpass structure impedes on the entrance of the station 
therefore restricting the movement of fire trucks. The DEIR/EIS is advised to appropriately 
address the impact of losing and relocating Station #4. 

Within the impacts to moving or impacting Station #4 the DHIR/EIS should analy ze and 
determine the significance of the future ability to meet standard and requirement for response 
times. Involved with this concept is also the ability to meet ISO requirements for fire insurance. 
If the station is moved the potential arises for changes to homeowner fire insurance rates. 


75. Page 3.11-24 Missing Element in Critical Structures 

The DEIR/EIS provides a list of tall structures that have a potential for falling on to the HSR 
alignments. What is missing from the list are numerous PG&E towers located along the BNSF 
alignment from approximately Fargo Avenue until approximately llanford-Armona Road. Ihese 
power lines are approximately 65 feet tall and will be within the path ol the HSR alignment it 
one is to fall. Given the large and continuous ground vibrations there is ev idence that concrete 
fatigue could increase the likelihood that live foundations ol the power lines will become 
unstable. A study conducted by Wong found that high speed trains resonance within structure 
can cause increased impacts to buildings and structure in certain soils* 

The DEIR/EIS should provides these power lines as a potential impact. 


76. Page 3.11-26 Failure to Address Impact to Emergency Serv ices 

The DEIR/EIS recognizes the increased need to respond to medical and/or safety responses 
during construction. I he DEIR/EIS however fails to address the increased reliance upon 
emergency services such as ambulance and paramedic services. If there is an increased number 
of incidences during construction, the already limited staffs associated with these emergency 


' Hung Leung Wong. Analysis o f Vibrations and JnfjraaiMCt^ By 

Metrans: December 2005. 


/^CALIFORNIA #> of Transportation 

■ _ | _ ,, A Federal Railroad 

High-Speed Kail Authority 'W Administration 














California High-Speed Train Project EIR/EIS 
Fresno to Bakersfield Section 


Vol. V Response to Comments from I ndividuals Last Name D-F 


Submission 1033 (Aaron Fukuda, October 18, 2012) - Continued 


Fresno to Bakersfield DFIR klS ( omments 


Page 53 of 92 


Fresno to Bakers field DEIR/EIS Comments 


Page 54 of 92 


1033-210 

1033-211 


services will be stretched thin. If it exists that a normal emergency response is neglected or the 
response time is increased due to the increase in cases due to the HSR construction there will be 
a significant impact. 

The DIER/EIS fails to identify and/or address the potential increase in response requirements by 
emergency services during construction. Because the impact is ignored the DEIR/EIS pro\ ided 
not analysis of the impact nor any mitigation if required. 1 he DEIR/EIS should make an attempt 
to estimate the increase in responses during construction and determine if local emergency 
serv ices can appropriately handle the increase. 


1033-212 


77. Page 3.11-28 Failure to Address Increased Crime to Surrounding Area 

The DEIR/EIS anticipates typical crimes rates associated with common construction sites. I he 
DEIR/EIS provides no analy sis or data to indicate the crime rates anticipated. I he reader, 
decision make and public are unable to make an educated analy sis of the impacts associated with 
crime due to the lack of information prov ided by the DEIR/EIS. 


"As indicated in Chapter 2 (Alternatives), root / overcrossings in rural portions of the Fresno to 
Bakers field Section would he designed in accordance with county standards that lake into account the 
movement of large farm equipment. Overcrassings would hose two 12-foot wufe lanes Depending on 
as'erage dally traffic (ADTi volumes, the .shoulders would he 4 to S feel w ide. Therefore, the ,wved 
surface for vehicles w ould he 32 to 40 feel wide. Most farm equipment would he able to travel within one 
lane, possibly overlapping onto the adjac ent shoulder. Particularly large equipment nun he so w ide l/utl 
it would cross over the centerline even when using the shoulder of the roadway. In accordance with 
standard safety practices, it is assumed that warning vehicles would he placed at either etui of the 
owrerossing when this large a piece of equipment was being moved. Because of the width of the 
overcrossings and the use of standard safety practices, the effects on motor vehicle safety from the 
movement of farm equipment on overcrossings would have negligible intensity under SEP A and impacts 
w ould he less than significant under CEQA." 

The DEIR/EIS recognizes the impact of narrowing roadways to accommodate large farm 
equipment that must be moved throughout rural areas. The DIER/EIS relies upon the judgment 
and availability of safety cars to shepherd large equipment across overpasses, however fails to 
analyze or address the lack of extra safety personnel. 


1033-213 


1033-214 


1033-215 


The DEIR/EIS also does not anticipate or estimate any additional crime that may occur on 
adjacent property as a consequence of criminal activ ity within the construction site. It criminals 
begin to target the construction site, existing homeowners, landowners or farmers near the 
construction site may also see an increase in crime. 1 he DEIR/EIS should provide an analysis ot 
the potential impact of crime on surrounding parcels. 

78. Page 3.11-29 Failure to Address Emergency Response Protocol 

The DIER/EIS intends to implement a monitoring system that can sense an intrusion or conflict 
on the 11SR train path. The system will stop while during such an emergency. I he DEIR/EIS 
makes the following statement: 

"If a fault occurs w ithin the 11ST network (i.e.. intrusion, derailment, significant natural event such as 
earthquake), the automatic train control system w ill immediately slow or slop the train ami minimize or 
eliminate a potential hazard." 

The DE IR/EIS fails to analy ze the impact to local law enforcement and emergency response 
teams given the system alert and shutdown. The DEIR/EIS docs not prov ide any analysis ot the 
response required for such an event, nor any protocol once an emergency occurs and all trams 
are stopped. If law enforcement or emergency response teams are alerted, how will the sy stem 
notify local emergency teams to where the problem is and how to resjx>nd. I his is a significant 
impact to local emergency teams if a sy stem is not established to outline how to reach and where 
to react to. If a protocol or response program is not established, emergency response teams will 
be exposed to an unidentified trouble in an unidentified area. 


79. Page 3.11-34 Safety Impacts at Overpasses 

l he DEIR/EIS makes the following statement in regards to overpasses for the project: 


The DEIR/EIS also fails to address ov erpass structures that arc out of alignment with existing 
roadway s. Several ov erpass structures jog to the north or south of east-west road alignment to 
travel over the HSR alignment. As cars arc traveling down roads they will be required to 
navigate bends in the alignment at high rates of speed. This out-of-alignment driv ing path ot 
ov erpasses introduces a significant safety concern that the DEIR/EIS has not analy zed. I his is 
further complicated in the fog if drivers cannot quickly compensate for the adjustment in the 
alignment and risk accidents as they try to nav igate bends in the road alignment. 


80. Page 3.11-37 Incomplete Safety Analysis 

The DEIR/EIS provides a limited analy sis and fails to fully identify risk in the following 
statement: 

7 As discussed abosv. project design features hose minimized the potential for train accidents: therefore, 
local response to accidents is not expected to he required, because any inc ident w ould he extremely rare 
For emergency preparedness, however, the Authority would collaborate with local responders to develop 
a Fire and Life Safety Program for emergency response in case of an accident or other emergency (see 
Sections 3116. Project Design Features, and3. II. 7. Mitigation Measures, Because the project has been 
designed to avoid accidents, average res,muse times are not expected to change, ami new or physically 
altered government facilities that would create physical impac ts on the environment are not antic ipated 
Consequently, there w ould he no effect under SEPA and no impact under C EQA 

The DEIR/EIS fails to provide sufficient evidence that emergency services such as law 
enforcement and fire will need to respond to an emergency or accident. A simple statement that 
an accident would be a "rare" occurrence is unacceptable when concerning public safety. I he 
DEIR/EIS should be approach emergency preparedness as if an incident will occur and 
mitigation (safety programs) are in place to respond. I he availability of training and a plan 
would render a judgment of no effect under NHPA and no impact under CEQA. 
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The DEIR/EIS also fails lo address emergency response requirements for occurrences ol medical 
attention. In the event that a passenger is experiencing a medical incident such as a heart attack, 
asthma attack, stroke, insulin shock, etc., the DF.IR/EIS does not describe how local emergency 
services will identify and respond to the issue. Without any discussion of this item, the reader 
and decision maker cannot appropriately estimate the impact to our communities. A study and 
analysis of medical emergencies and the appropriate response mechanism should be included in 
the DFJR/EIS. 


81. Page 3.11-37 Incomplete Safety Analysis 

The DEIR/E1S fails to prov ide a sufficient analy sis of emergency response requirements in and 
around new 1ISR station facilities. The DF.IR/EIS fails to provide a recognition or analysis of 
increased law enforcement and medical response to station facilities. Incidences such as 
\andalism. vehicle thcl\. petty theft, increased vagrants, etc. was not included in the discussion. 
Emergency medical responses such as heart attacks, strokes, asthma attacks, etc. were also not 
included in the discussion. If local law enforcement begins to see an increase in these services to 
stations, the existing level of service may be impacted. Without a discussion and analysis ot 
these impacts, the DEIR/EIS cannot make a realistic determination under NEPA and CEQA. 


1033-223 


1033-224 


attempts The system features include sensors on perimeter fencing, closed-circuit television, and security 
lighting where appropriate. These system features would reduce the potential fir successful criminal and 
terrorist acts to a negligible intensity under \EPA. and less-lhan-significant impact under CEQA. 

The DEIR/EIS cannot rely upon simple statements to substantiate findings under NEPA and 
CEQA. The DEIR/EIS fails to fully identify and analyze criminal behavior that could be present 
on HSR trains during operation. Examples include and are not limited to: 

• Disgruntled passengers have an altercation on the train. 

• 1 .uggage or personal belongings are stolen. 

• Vandalism of the HSR system. 

• Loud or improper behavior of a passenger. 

• Child abduction. 

These and many other criminal activities could be present on the train during operations. I he 
DEIR/EIS first fails to identify them then fails to discuss them and provide evidence that they 
will be mitigated or addressed. 

The DEIR/EIS also fails to provide evidence that the HSR operations has been cleared by the 
Transportation Securing Administration (TSA) and that practices and policies that will or are 
recommended to be implemented are being utilized. Currently TSA has stringent requirements 
for the boarding and traveling of airline passengers. 1 he DEIR/EIS fails to prov ide a discussion 
or analysis of the need to utilize or ignore TSA security measures for the HSR system. 


82. Page 3.11-40 Incomplete Safety Analysis Hazardous Impacts 

The DEIR/EIS fails to provide sufficient evidence that the HSR system and alignment is safe 
from external safety concerns. In the rural areas the incidences of agricultural equipment 
adjacent to the alignment is significant. When operating large equipment near the alignment, 
farmers may not be able to judge distances and turning radiuses appropriately , therefore entering 
the HSR right-of-way and potentially causing a shut-down of the HSR train sy stem. The 
DEIR/EIS provides no analy sis of this potential and the subsequent response procedures. 

The DEIR/EIS also fails to address the large number of crop dusting that will occur around the 
alignment by airplane and helicopter. Although there are few incidences of these applicators 
crashing, ty pically thev do occur around power lines and poles. The HSR alignment will include 
a overhead calemarv system, which will include an new set of power lines that will impact flight 
paths. The DEIR/EIS fails to address the concern. 


83. Page 3.11-42 Incomplete Analysis of Criminal Activity 

The DIER/FIS fails to provide a sufficient analysis of criminal activity on the I ISR system in the 
following statement: 

1 Criminal ac tivity, such as theft and violence, could occur on trains and at station facilities Terrorists 
could target the stations, trac ks, or trains for the potential to inflict mass casualties and disrupt 
transportation infrastructure. The HST design would include access control andsecunty monitoring 
systems that could deter such ads and facilitate early detection They would also help to prevent suicide 


84. Page 3.11-43 Deferred Safely Mitigation is Inappropriate 

The D1ER/EIS provides the following mitigation measure for increased emergency response: 

"Upon approval of the Fresno to Bakersfield Section, the Authority' will numitor service lewis in die 
Vic miry of the Fresno. Kings Tulare, and Bakersfield slat urns and. at such time as an HMF site is 
selected monitor service levels at the HMF site, lo determine baseline service demands. Service lewis 
consist a) the monthly volume of calls for fire coni police protection, as well as city- or fire protection 
district-funded E,\fl ambulance calls that occur in the station and HMF site service areas. 

The DEIR/EIS intends to defer the establishment of a mitigation measure until after the impact 
has occurred. CEQA and NEPA specifically require mitigation measures to avoid an impact. As 
proposed the DEIR/EIS will incur the emergency response then provide a fair-share payment to 
the local emergency response agency. When approaching safety concerns, local law 
enforcement rely upon preparedness and prevention. Under the current approach the DEIR I.IS 
is going to allow the safety concern to arise and then address it via its cost impact. 

The DEIR/EIS should provide a thorough analy sis of the potential emergency response scenarios 
that would be required of the I ISR sy stem. Once the scenarios have been identified the 
DEIR/EIS can provide preparedness and prevention programs that can be implemented. Ihesc 
plans and programs would essentially be the mitigation measure. Included in those mitigation 
measures would be the cost to implement and carry the preparedness and prevention programs at 
the local emergency response level. 
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85. Elimination of Fire Station #4 in Kings County 

The DEIR/EIS fails to address the impacts to Fire Station in Kings County (#4 Station). 

Upon an initial review it looks like the overpass structure on Houston Avenue will impact the #4 
Station with a potential for relocation of the facility. The DEIR/EIS does not provide evidence 
nor an analysis of the impacts to tire #4 Station or its potential relocation. Locating a fire station 
is a very careful and thoughtful process, which ensures reliable response times to residents. The 
DEIR/EIS fails to realize or analyze the fact that the relocation of #4 Station will impact many 
residences and businesses in Kings County. If the station is relocated the insurance rates for 
current residents may changes due to their proximity to the station. 


1033-230 


The Title 17 Plan includes a commitment to inclusive public involvement of all persons affected by the 
high-speed train project (Authority 2012)." 

The DEIR/EIS should be corrected to identify that the Title VI program adopted by the Authority was 
modified in August 2012 to include an Environmental Justice component (EJ). The presentation 
delivered during the August Authority Board Meeting can be found on the Authority website. I he 
DEIR/EIS should note where the Authority has complied w ith required U Policies and where it has not 
complied, given the adoption of the policy comes at the end of environmental review process. 


1033-231 


Page 3.12-6 Unclear Analysis of Replacement Properties 


86. The DEIR/EIS Fails to Address Future Transportation Safety Administration 
Requirements 

The DEIR/EIS fails to identify and discuss the requirements that the Transportation Safety 
Administration may have concerning the safety ol passengers on high-speed rail. According to a 
report in the Progressive Railroading newsletter the TSA has been meeting and working on the 
implementation of standards for highs-speod rail service in the United State . A discuss ot the 
requirements that are pending from the TSA can and will establish the significance ot potential 
security problems. 

Section 3.12 Socioeconomic, Communities and Environmental 
Justice 

87. Page 3.12-3 Inconsistent Statement 

The DEIR/EIS makes the following statement in regards to the adoption of a Title VI plan: 


The DEIR/EIS makes the following statement regarding the identification of vacancies utilized 
for the analysis within the document: 

"The analysis was conducted in July 2010. Therefore, the real estate numbers represent the vac ancies at 
that lime However, the recover}' from the recession of 2008 2009 has been very slow in life reft ion. and 
the economic conditions have remained essentially constant (Central Valley Business limes 2011; 

University of the Pac ific 2012). Therefore, market conditions in 2012 are considered generally 
comparable to those evaluated in 2010. A potential full parcel ac quisition was identified if the project 
would displace existing structures or acquire enough of a /troperly to affect the property s intended use. 

The DEIR/EIS does not make a clear distinction of the methodology to identify vacancies. A 
general approach to identifying properties such as simply accumulating the number ol available 
housing or parcels available in a region may not specifically address the usage ot the parcels. A 
local real estate marked may have av ailable housing, however there is a distinction between rural 
housing and houses within communities. Further review would also indicate that sub-regions 
within communities have special characteristics that would necessitate further review of 
availability of suitable replacement within a region. For example, if a rural home is removed by 
means of the alignment, suitable housing may need to be found in close proximity to their 
existing home due to the relationship between the home and a farming operation. 


"In March 2012. the Authority’adopted a Title VI policy and plan. The policy states: 

• The California High Speed-Rail Authority (Authority) is commiited to ensuring that no person in tin¬ 
state ofC 'alifornia is excluded from participation in. nor denied the benefits of. its /nograms, ac tivities, 
and sen-ices mi the basis of race, color, national origin, age. sex. or disability as afforded by Title VI of 
the Civil Rights Act of 196-1 and Related Statutes. 

• The Authority, as a federal grant recipient, is required by the Federal Railroad Administration in 
conform to Title V! of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 and related statutes. The Authority's sub-recipients 
and contractors are required to prevent discrimination and ensure non-discrimination in all ol their 
{urograms, activities, ami sen-ices. 

• As permitted and authorized by 7/7/e VI, tin- I utlutriiv will administer a Title VI Program m accordance 
with the spirit and intent of the non-discrimination laws aiul regulations. 


Angela Cotcy. 'Securing security measures: TSA work* to implement standards tor L.S. HSR Sy»tcms 
' 

!!SR : w!«tcni>:-l H>l. HSR Updates. January 16.2012. 


89. Page 3.12-6 Lack of Analysis Leads to Improper Analysis of Impacts 

I he DEIR/EIS provides the following justification for failing to provide a thorough analysis of 
property acquisition (temporary, permanent, partial and full): 

"At this stage of project design, identifying the individual circumstances surrounding each partial 
acquisition of parcels is not possible. To be conservative and ta avoid underestimating displacements and 
relocations, all residences and businesses <m partially acquired parcels, including those that may 
ultimately be temporarily affected for example. Impacts associated with construction that are not 
ex/tccled lo last through project o/ter at ion tire counted as full displacements requiring relocation. This 
assumption allows for a worst-case assessment of potential properly acquisition in,pads The final full 
and partial parcel acquisition decisions would ultimately he determined on a case-by-case basis during 
the land acquisition phase of the project. See Appendix S. 12-A, which provides a summary of the rights 
am! benefits nfdisplacees under the Uniform Relocation Assistance program." 

The DEIR/EIS fails to provide the necessary level of analy sis required under NEPA and CEQA 
to make a educated determination of impact. Given that the DEIR/EIS was developed utilizing 
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aerial photography which was outdated and only limited field observations, the document cannot 
ensure to the reader and decision maker that the impacts inflicted will be realistic. Although the 
DEIR/EIS indicates that a fully conservative approach was taken to relocate all impacted parcels, 
there still leaves the potential for identification of further intricate relocation situations. For 
example, along the BNS1- alignment the HSR path eliminates a home that is located adjacent to 
other homes nearby that are family members. The house that is eliminated is a caregiver for one 
of the other homes that is not impacted. 


1033-237 


The next statement leads the reader to believe that there are only short-term reductions in 
agricultural production. This is a false statement given that the alignment being proposed will 
remove parcels in a manner that will not allow for the relocation of the production. 


1033-238 


Page 3.12-36 Incorrect Description of Existing Conditions 
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90. Page 3.12-8 School Impact Analysis Requires Further Analysis 

The DEIR/EIS provides a limited analy sis on the impacts to local schools in the following 
statement: 

"The lota/ number of housing units that may be displaced in a school district was compared with the 
number of vacant htntsing units in the nearby vicinity> to determine if a substantial number offamilies with 
enrolled students may be forced to relocate outside of their current school district. School finding 
impacts may occur in an area where a large number of displaced residents would need to relocate to 
homes in a new school district." 

The DE1R/EIS provides an unrealistic analysis of the specific homes available within a school 
district. The DEIR/EIS should provide clear evidence that suitable housing options are available 
within a given school district. I he broad statement made does not provide enough technical 
analysis for the reader or decision maker to conclude if an impact is observed or its significance. 
The DEIR/EIS should provide an analy sis of the number of homes within each school district as 
the baseline and compare it to the available housing stock within that neighborhood to provide 
the public and the decision maker with the appropriate level of information to make a 
determination of significance. 


91. Page 3.12-8 Irrational Analysis 
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The DF.IR/EIS provides the following incomplete region description: 

'‘Hamblin and the Ponderosa Road comm unity also called the Pomlerosa are rural residential areas 
along this part of the alignment. These communities are on the outskirts of Han font ami do not have many 
services or facilities, but residents place a high value on living a rural lifestyle in proximity to city 
sen-ices. The one key community facility identified in the study- area in llte Ponderosa Road vicinity is the 
Kit Carson Elementary School " 

I he DEIR/EIS fails to recognize the close proximity of community facilities prov ided by the City of 
I lanford. These communities are able to enjoy the benefits of a city. yet maintain a rural setting. T his 
also includes access to two highways that allow the residents to travel in any direction. The DEIR/EIS 
also fails to notify the reader and decision maker that current zoning policies do not allow such rural 
housing to be developed. I lie DEIR/EIS provides the reader and decision maker w ith a limited 
description of the existing conditions, therefore hampering the ability to make a reasonable determination 
of the significance if impact. 
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93. Page 3.12-45 Unsubstantiated Statement of Benefits 

T he DEIR/EIS makes the following unsubstantiated statement of benefits: 


The HST stations in llte cities of Fresno ami Bakers field would bas e the potential to encourage 
redevelopment, attract new businesses, and revitalize the downtowns, resulting prinmrily in beneficial 
social impacts in these areas, though many displac ements would occur in Bakers field." 


The DEIR/EIS recognizes the loss of agricultural land due to the project in the follow ing 
statement however provide misleading and confusing information: 

The project would acquire agricultural land and convert it to HSTu.se; therefore, some agricultural 
production would be lost. Compensation for any lost prmluction would be incorporated into the property 
acquisition coin/wnsutum paid to owners. However, some prmluction would probably not be easily 
relocated, and the prmluction that is relocated would take lime to become re-established. Therefore, some 
short-term redmtion in agricultural prmluction could occur. ” 

The first statement that is not supported by law or fact is the concept that landowners will receive 
compensation for lost production. Under current eminent domain law. the lost lulure production 
of agricultural crops is not considered or allowed in an eminent domain taking, for example, if 
the alignment takes two acres of a walnut orchard that is 10 y ears old and has a life expectancy 
of 50 years. I he landowner is not entitled to 40 years of lost walnut production. The DEIR/EIS 
shall clarify this statement and include the case law or legislation as evidence. 


I he statement of benefits to local downtown areas around Fresno and Bakersfield arc not substantiated 
with any data, study or information. The reader and decision maker arc not given any facts that would 
lead one to believe that stations located in these downtown areas will revitalize the areas. Local planning 
documents, future business growth or a discussion of actions to be taken arc not provided. This statement 
of benefits misleads the reader and/or decision maker into a false belief that revitalization *'w ill" occur. 
This leads to a mischaractcri/ation of the potential and could influence the determination of impacts to the 
general area. T he DF.IR/EIS should remove this statement and/or provide evidence that a revitalization 
w ill occur. I his should include how the revitalization will occur, when it will occur and the feasibility of 
such revitalization. 

94. Page 3.12-47 Failure to Provide Evidence 

The DEIR/EIS make the following statement without provide the technical information to 
support the finding: 
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"All of the IfST alternatives require residential property acquisititms, but these acquisitions are not 
expected to have any negative effects on school districts because there are adequate numbers oj vacant 
replacement properties available in each school district ant! there would be negligible long-term effects 
related to property tax collection." 

The DEIR/F.IS provide no evidence within the document to support the findings that there are 
sufficient housing options within each school district to not have an impact. In the Kit Carson 
School District the HSR project will remove approximately 25 homes. Currently within that 
district there are an insufficient number of available rural homes to replace 25 rural homes. 


95. Page 5.12-50 Inrealistic and l nsupported Finding 

The DEIR/EIS provides a misleading and unsupported finding regarding the impact of 
construction along the HSR right-of-way: 

"To the extent feasible, construction would occur within the right-of-way acquired for the project, 
alllwitgh some areas outside the right-of-way would he used for staging." 

The DEIR/EIS provides no ev idence to the reader or decision maker that indicates that construction can 
stay within the right-of-way. This statement simply stands as an assumption without any technical 
information or description to support its findings. I he reality of construction is that large equipment 
tends to require large areas to perform their work. For example, the fencing along the alignment w ill be 
very close to the right-of-way. therefore during some construction there will be the need to install and 
work from the outer fence. Most transportation projects require a construction casement along their 
project to ensure that suitable space is available lor construction. 
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96. Page 5.12-54 Incomplete Sales Tax Analysis Concludes in an Improper Significanec 
Finding 
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DEIR/EIS fails to analyze the increase in local services needed to accommodate impacts from 
the mass replacement of homes and businesses. 

If local agencies increase staff and services to accommodate the HSR construction, and utilize 
the increase sales tax to meet these needs, the DEIR/EIS docs not address the long-term 
consequences of the future loss of those sales tax benefits to local gov ernments. 


97. Page 5.12-54 Incomplete Jobs Analysis Concludes in an Improper Significance 
Finding 

The DEIR/EIS make the following incomplete statement and analysis concerning jobs creation 
and therefore leads to an incorrect significance statement: 

"It is estintaled that ap/troximalely 22.000 one-year, full-time job equivalents would be created within 
Fresno. Kings, Tulare, and Kern counties over the entire construction period of the BXSF Alternative. 
Direct jobs in the construction sector comprise around 32% of this total estimate - or 7.300 one-year, 
full-time job equivalents while annual indirect and indmedjobs created in the region comprise 
approximately 6 7% oj this total. This job creation would peak ihiring the wars of heaviest project 
construction (2014-2018). and during tlwse years would represent a wed for around 3.300 workers 
imniuilly (with approximately 1.100 direct jobs in the cotistruction sector ami 2.200 indirect and induced 
jobs in other sectors)." 

The DEIR/EIS provides a job creation statement that identifies the number of jobs to be created, 
both directly and indirectly. The DEIR/EIS fails to provide any citation or analysis to verify that 
validity of the jobs created. More importantly the statement fails to provide a recognition or 
analysis of the jobs lost due to the project. As businesses, homes and land arc taken on behalf of 
the project, jobs will be lost. Providing only half the analysis, which only identifies the 
beneficial aspects is misleading to the reader and decision maker, therefore the analysis is Hawed 
and misleading. 


i he DEIR/EIS fails to fully analyze the sales tax impact to local communities therefore 
concluding in an misinformed significance finding: 

"The sales tax revenue generated from cotistruction activities would increase hn ul government revenues 
during the construction period, and would he a beneficial effect under S’EPA. However, given current 
budget deficits for local county and city jurisdictions, the context is one of challenging funding 
constraints for the provision of governmental and public services." 

The DEIR/EIS fails to recognize the time frames when analyzing the impacts of sales tax 
revenues. The DEIR/EIS fails to identify the time which the region can expect to see an inllux 
of funds. If a local region is only going to experience a short influx of sales tax revenue, the 
reader and decision maker can properly assess the significance. An analysis should also be done 
to assess the increased services needed to be handled by local governments such as planning 
review, building reviews, inspection and general review of the HSR project while under 
construction. During construction the I iSR alignment will relocate numerous homes and 
businesses which will require added local services to process permits and other services. The 


98. Page 5.12-55 Incomplete Job Type Analysis 

The DIER/EIS makes the following broad and limited statement regarding the availability of 
workforce to meet the job needs of the project: 

"In terms of workers to fill these jobs, the annual average unemployment across the four-county region 
was 14.9'% in 2009. with 139.300persons out of work tCF.DD 2010b). In atfdiium. a 2009 CF.DD study• 
reported a lass of32.300 conslrnclion-sftecific jobs in the Sim Joaquin Valiev during the current 
recession (Eherhardl School of Business 2009). As such, the existing regional tabor force is anticipated to 
be sufficient to fill life demand for the estimated direct project construction jobs, us well as the resulting 
indirect amI imhtced jobs." 

The DEIR/EIS fails to identify the types of jobs available versus the available workforce. An 
identification of job types that are currently unemployed would yield an understanding of the 
ability to meet the project workforce with the currently unemployed. 
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99 . Page 3.12-55 Failure to Provide Mitigation Measure 

I he DEIR/EIS fails to provide a detailed mitigation measure therefore incorrectly drawing a 
significance conclusion in the following statement: 
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surrounded By agricultural uses, so it may he difficult to find comparable replacement /musing nearby for 
dis/dated households Even if ref dace incut /musing were to he constructed to meet these needs, these 
replacements would not represent a substantia/ number of new homes, and therefore the impact would he 
less tluui significant under CEQA ." 


Because the disjdacement of the Fresno Rescue Mission would resu/t in the division of a community and 
tire loss of access to an important community resource, the intensity would he substantial under \F.PA. 
and the impact would he significant untler ( EQA With mitigation. this im/HKl would he reduc ed to less 
ihtm significant ." 

The DEIR/EIS indicates that the relocation and impacts to the Fresno Rescue Mission arc 
substantial under NEPA and significant under CEQA. and indicates that the impacts would be 
reduced with mitigation. However, the DEIR/EIS does not provide any detail as to what the 
mitigation measure is. how it will be executed, the feasibility or the cost to carry out the 
mitigation measure. Therefore the reader and decision maker cannot correctly draw the 
conclusion that the mitigation measure will alleviate the impacts to a less than significant level. 
The DEIR/EIS should clearly state the mitigation measure to be implemented and include the 
feasibility and cost to carry out such a mitigation measure. 


1033-249 


100. Page 3.12-79 Limited and Misleading Analysis 


The DEIR/EIS provides the follow ing limited and misleading analy sis: 


" Vacant residential properties identified in zip codes along the project alignment in unincorporated 
Fresno, Kings, and Kern comities numbered 342. 5K9. and 2.044, respectively. These vacancies are more 
than sufficient for the respective 36. 40. ami 25 potential displacements in these locations, and do not 
include consideratum of existing adjacent vacant land where the current units could he nmved." 


Within the statement the DEIR/EIS recognizes the complexity and difficulty in impacting a 
unique community. What begins as an attempt to identify a mitigation measure. "It may be 
necessary to consider constructing housing of last resort” fails to completely fulfill the mitigation 
identification requirements under CEQA and NEPA. The DEIR/EIS should provide a discussion 
of how the mitigation measure w ill be conducted, its feasibility and its costs. Without full 
analysis and disclosure of the mitigation measure the DEIR/EIS cannot correctly determine a 
level of significance and therefore reader and decision maker cannot property use the document 
for decision making purposes. 


102. Page 3.12-8# Inadequate Analysis of Suitable Keplaeement Business Vacancies 

The DEIR/EIS provides an analysis that show the number of business to be relocated in each 
region along with the available vacancies. For example, in the Kern area there are 321 
businesses that will need to be relocated and there arc 430 vacancies. Although numerically 
these seem to work, the DEIR/EIS fails to recognize the many differing businesses that will need 
to be relocated and any special requirements that may preclude any assumption that one of the 
430 vacancies w ill work. The DEIR/EIS docs recognize the complication with auto repair shops, 
but fails to continue that analysis further into other specialized businesses. 
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Page 3.12-102 l nsupported and Inrealistic Determination 


ITie DEIR/EIS fails to provide a sufficient level of analysis to determine the availability of 
replacement homes for residential properties in the rural sections of the alignment. For instance, 
in Kings County the zip code 93230 expands over a very large distance. If homeowners are 
displaced on the eastern alignment, it most likely means their farm ground in on the eastern 
alignment. 1 Ionics attributed to available OR the western side of 1 lanlord should not be 
1033-250 1 considered. I he number of home available is also very suspect. 


The DEIR/EIS makes the following unrealistic and unsupported determination: 

” The project would acquire agricultural land thus removing it from produc tion (see Section 3.14. 
Agricultural l,amis, for a detailed description of these lands/. Although a large percentage of this 
produc tion mi ould relocate, some of it could not he easily replaced given the limited availability of 
suitable replacement lands te.g.. limitations on prime farmland and new locations for animal 
operations)." 


101. Page 3.12-80 Vague and Incomplete Statement 

I he DEIR/EIS addresses the Pondcrosa Road Community in the following statement: 

"One rural residential subdivision in nnincor/M/retted Kings County in the vicinity of Pnnderosa Road 
and Edna Wai’ east of Hanford twhich is affected by t/te B.\ST Alternativet is an except urn to this 
/hiding of a sufficient number of current vacant residences. In this location, residents enjoy a unique 
blend of amenities (spackna lots, city services, and a country selling close to townt. Very few 
coin/Kirahle, vacant, developed rural residential homes may be available as replacement properties. If so, 
it may be necessary to consider constructing housing of last resort, including rehabilitation of existing 
housing or relocation of disrupted residential areas to newly constructed housing elsewhere in the 
vicinity. Similarly, the rural residential community ofCrome in tmincorporated Kern County is 


The DEIR/EIS provides no evidence that the statement made above is valid. The case can and 
should be made that the land taken from production will not be replaced given the removal of 
strips of agriculture through individual farming operations. If a farmer has a stand of walnuts 
that covers I square mile, the alignment will take 1.21 acres. The farmers will not seek 
replacement of 1.21 acres of trees in a different location. The DEIR/EIS should recognize the 
loss of agricultural land. 
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104. Page 3.12-116 Deferral of Mitigation Measure 

1 he DEIR/EIS provides notice that a Property Acquisition Mitigation Plan will be developed 
after the project begins. The DEIR/EIS under the provisions of CEQA and NEPA is required to 
fully analyze and explain all mitigation measure at the time that the environmental impacts are 
identified and discussed. The DIER/HIS should prov ide a full description of the mitigation 
measure, its feasibility and the cost such that the reader and decision maker can determine the 
significance of the impact to the environment and community. 

105. Page 3.12-117 Failure to Fully Analyze and Detail Mitigation Measure SO-I 

The DEIR/EIS describes its mitigation measure to address unique relocation situation in the 
following statement: 

"The Authority will minimize Impacts associated with the BXSF Alternative in the rural residential ureas 
around Ponderosa R<hu! Edna Way east of Hanford, the Sewark Avenue vicinity northeast of Corcoran, 
and ('route by conducting sftecia! outreach lo affected homeowners am! residents to fidly understand 
their special relocation needs. The Authority will make even• effort to locate suitable replacement 
properties that are comparable to those currently enjoyed by these residents, including constructing 
suitable replacement facilities if necessary. In cases where residents wish lo remain in the immediate 
vicinity, the Authority will take measures to purchase vacant land or buildings in the area , and consult 
with local authorities over matters such as zoning, permits, and moving of homes and replacement of 
services and utilities, as a/tfiro/triate. The Authority will conduct community workshops to obtain input 
from those homeowners whose property would not be acquired, but whose comnumity would be 
substantially altered by construction of 11ST futilities, including the loss of many neighbors, to identify 
measures that could be taken to mitigate impacts on those who remain tincluding placement of sound 
walls and lam/scaping. and potential uses for remnant parcels that could benefit the community in the 
long term )." 

The DEIR/EIS fails to fully analyze the describe the mitigation measure being proposed for 
unique relocation measures within the alignment. The DEIR/EIS fails to address the exact 
mechanisms for relocating rural homes and oilers statements such as "will make every effort" yet 
fails to provide assurances that the mitigation measure will be implemented and successful, fhc 
DEIR/EIS fails to provide a feasibility analysis to determine if the mitigation measure can be 
implemented. Given many local jurisdictions restriction of replacement rural housing, the 
DEIR/EIS fails to address how replacement homes could be constructed on unavailable rural 
lots. live DEIR/EIS also fails to detail how homeowners will be relocated, reconstructed or 
simple moved to new area and w hat the timing w ould be. lastly there is no cost analysis of what 
this mitigation measure will cost. 

106. Page 3.12-117 Failure to Fully Analyze and Detail Mitigation Measure SO-2 

The DEIR/EIS make the following statement to describe Mitigation Measure SO-2: 

"As a part of this program, before land acquisition, the Authority will consult with officials and 
representatives of community facilities affected by significatil noise im/Hicls (e.g., churches, schools, and 
the veterinary hospital if the southern alignment is selected) to identify suitable noise abatement 
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measures or to help affected businesses ami organizations fimi more-suitable locations in the 
community. * 

I he DEIR/EIS fails to outline the basie features, feasibility and cost associated with Mitigation 
Measure SO-2. The DEIR/EIS describes that the mitigation measure will be detailed after the 
DEIR/EIS has been completed. Under CEQA, mitigation measures must be fully analy zed and 
described within the environmental review process to allow for a proper understanding of the 
impact and mitigation to make a reasonable estimate of significance. The DEIR/EIS should 
provide the suitable noise abatement measure within the document, their implementation, the 
feasibility of each measure and the cost, such that a reasonable conclusion of significant can be 
made. The deferral of analyze and description of this mitigation measure violates CEQA. 


107. Page 3.12-118 Mitigation Measure SO-4 Violates the Purpose of CEQA and NEPA 

As proposed by the DEIR/EIS the Authority will approach sensitive and unique facilities after 
the environmental process has been complete to determine an action plan for their relocation. 
CEQA was established to address impacts before they occur and to develop mitigation measures 
such that the public can be assured that impacts incurred by a project will be addressed. The 
DEIR/EIS provides no description of a mitigation measure, but only indicates something will be 
done in the future. There is no analy sis or description that would lead the public to believe than 
anything described will be feasible or successful. The cost of implementing these mitigation 
measure is also not included. Hie public has no assurances that this mitigation measure 
addresses the impacts described, therefore there is an inability to determine if the significance of 
the impact will be addressed. 


108. Page 3.12-118 Mitigation Measure SO-4 Violates the Purpose of CEQA and NEPA 

The DF.IR/EIS intends to prov ide overpasses or underpasses to stranded parcels. The DEIR/EIS 
howev er fails to provide the necessary detail to determine if the mitigation measure is feasible or 
cost effective. The DEIR/EIS fails to provide a description of the ov erpass and/or underpass 
structures including sizes, frequency and secondary impacts required for additional land to 
accommodate such structures. The cost of this alternative is also not provided. Therefore this 
mitigation measure fails to meet the minimum analysis requirements of CEQA. 

Section 3.13 Station Planning, Land Use and Development 


IIP). Page 3.13-6 Failure of DEIR/EIS to Address Incompatibility with Krcsno General 
Plan 

The DEIR/EIS makes the following statement in regards to the County of Fresno General Plan: 

"The intent of the policies is not lo prechule intensive development, but to direct it to minimize loss of 
agriculture mat often space. The BS'SF Alternative and the Fresno Works Fresno /IMF Site alternative 
would be located on lands designatedprinutrily as industrial and agricultural." 
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I ho DEIR/EIS establishes early on that the Fresno County General Plan has a priority on 
developing within city limits to protect agricultural areas. The alignment sighted by the 
DEIR/EIS focuses the track along the agricultural areas. The DEIR/EIS fails to address how 
plan to implement the system are consistent with the component of the Fresno County General 
Plan. 
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110. Page 3.13-8 Unsubstantiated Justification for Inconsistency with Kings County 
General Plan 


111. Page 3.13-13 Failure to Comply With CEQA 

The DEIR/EIS provides the following misleading and incorrect statement: 

"As Stu ll, it is nut required to he consistent with local plans. However, the HSTproject s consistency with 
local plans is described here, by alternative . in order to provide a context for the /trojecl ." 

The DEIR/EIS fails to communicate properly the intent of CEQA and NEPA. CEQA requires an 
EIR to provide a discussion of inconsistencies with any local plans under Section 15125(d) ol the 
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines. The section states the following: 
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I he DEIR/EIS provides the unsubstantiated claim in regards to policies and planning within the 
2035 Kings County General Plan: 

"The General Plan states that because the county has the highest future growth rale in the Central Valley, 
the existing vehicular trans/mrtathn system has insufficient ca/taciry to meet current am! expected future 
travel demumi This lack of trans/sortation choices and capacity can potentially be fulfilled by the HST 
System. The Genera! Plan also states the need for improved intercity transportation to improve air 
quality, travel reliability, and reduce travel congestion and travel times The HST System would achieve 
all these objectives by reducing regional de/wmlence on the automobile ." 

In an attempt to provide a consistent link between HSR and the 2035 Kings County General Plan 
the DEIR/EIS states that HST will improve intercity transportation for Kings County. The 
DEIR/EIS however fails to provide any concrete evidence in any section that would indicate the 
guaranteed improvement of intercity transportation for Kings County. In its initial attempt to 
rain independent utility the HST line will be utilized by Amirak. With this practice the line will 
eliminate many critical downtown stations and links. I he station located in downtown Hanford 
will be eliminated. This is a focal point for Hanford and acts as a very successful transportation 
hub. Stations that connect Hanford to other communities like Corcoran. Wasco and Fresno will 
no longer be viable. 

A station for Kings County has been labeled "potential". The DEIR/EIS provides no clarity as to 
its intent to construct and/or when a station will become "reality" versus "potential". Without a 
station Kings County will be disconnected from its ability to move people between cities via a 
public mode of transportation. People will have to travel to either Fresno or Bakersfield to 
access HSR. The DEIR/EIS along with the 2012 Revised Business Plan also make it clear that 
with the onset of HSR serv ice. Amtrak will be eliminated. 

Therefore, the DEIR/EIS falsely provides this statement and further fails to provide consistency 
with the 2035 Kings County General Plan. The DFIR/EIS should provide evidence that it is 
consistent with the general plan or strike the comment. Further the DEIR/EIS should provide a 
realistic analysis of its ability to comply and support the 2035 Kings County General Plan by 
providing evidence and support. 


(d) The EIR shall discuss any inconsistencies between the proposed project and 
applicable general plans, specific plans and regional plans. Such regional plans include, 
but are not limited to. the applicable air quality attainment or maintenance plan or State 
Implementation Plan, areawide waste treatment and water quality control plans, regional 
transportation plans, regional housing allocation, regional blueprint plans, greenhouse gas 
reduction plans, habitat conservation plans, natural community conservation plans and 
regional land use plans for the protection of the coastal /one. Take Tahoe Basin, ban 
Francisco Bay. and Santa Monica Mountains. 

I he National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) Regulations (40 CFR Parts 1500-1508) 
specifically address policy analysis. The NEPA Regulations require that an FIS include 
discussion of possible conflicts between the proposed action and the objectiv es of federal. State, 
regional, and local land use plans (40 CFR 1502.16(c)). The NEPA Regulations further state that 
to better integrate environmental impact statements into state or local planning processes, 
statements shall discuss any inconsistency of a proposed action with any approved Stale or local 
plan. Where an inconsistency exists, the statement should describe the extent to which the 
agency would reconcile its proposed action with the plan or law (40 CFR 1506.2(d)). 

Cleary the DEIR/EIS has failed to clearly address CEQA and NEPA. Ihe DEIR/EIS should 
recognize the need to address not only consistencies with local plans, but provide an discussion 
and analysis of the inconsistency with local plans. The analysis and discussion would also 
include a discussion of techniques to address or mitigate the inconsistencies with local plans. 

The DEIR/EIS should be redrafted with a focus on inconsistencies and include the required 
information under CEQA and NEPA staled above. 


112. Page 3.13-15 Incorrect Statement Concerning Land Esc Around Hanford East 
Station 

The DFIR/EIS provides the following incorrect statement regarding the Kings/Tulare East 
Station: 

-The station area is zoned as light industrial by Kings ( aunty and the station would be compatible with 
this zoning; Imwever. the adjacent land is zoned as agriculture and would be under pressure to develop. 
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The DEIR/EIS provides and incorrect evaluation of the Kings/Tularc station by indicating that it 
is zoned for Tight Commercial however the 2035 Kings County General Plan has the land 
associated with the station zoned as l imited Agriculture with a 10 acre minimum". 

rhe DEIR/EIS also provides a limited description of the surrounding area which pro\ ides a false 
understanding of the surrounding area. West of the proposed station is Highway 43. which acts 
as a harrier to the development of housing from Hanford. To the north, ease and limited to the 
south is agricultural zoning. The only consistent zoning for an HSR station is a small parcel 
located to the southwest of the station w hich is zoned for light commercial. 

The DEIR/EIS provides very little evidence that the station location along the BNSF alignment is 
consistent w ith local plans. In context of the overall surroundings the station does not conform 
to land use policies established in the 2035 Kings County General Plan. 


113. Page 3.13-34 Tack of Kv idcncc for Finding 

The DEIR/EIS fails to provide the necessary level of evidence required to make a finding in the 
following statement: 

"The lands would he restored as close as ftossihle to their pre-construction condition at the end of 
construction ami relumed to the landowner (see Section J. I-I. Agricultural Lands, for more details). 
Because lands used for temporary construction would he acquired from willing landowners and restored 
to their previous condition at the end of the construction period, long-term laml uses would not change. 

udjacent Unul uses would mu change, am! there would not he a substantial change in the long-term 
fhittern or intensity of laml use incompatible with adjacent land uses. For these reasons, the effect of the 
temporary use of laml for project construction staging, laydown, and fabrication would have negligible 
intensity under SEP A. am! the intfsact would he less than significant tuu/er CEQA." 

The DEIR/EIS w ill require the temporary use of property for construction. Outline in the 
statement above is a simple statement that the project will return the property to its previous state 
after construction, however provides not description or analysis of the methods for returning 
property to is previous condition. In order to a true review under CEQA and NEPA the 
DEIR/EIS is required to provide a thorough analysis of any mitigation measure. The DEIR/EIS 
fails to provide a reclamation plan that would lead the reader or decision maker to believe that 
the land could be relumed to its previous state and that this impact would be less than significant 
and have a negligible impact. 


114. Page 3.13-37 Incomplete Analysis I.cading to l nsupportablc Finding 

The DEIR/EIS makes the following finding concerning the significance of converting land to 
differing local zoning determinations: 


" Kings County. County of Kings 2035 General Plan-Land L'sc tlcmcm. 
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"Overall, the effect of the /termanent conversion of land for the project would have moderate intensity 
under SEP A. The project would require acquisition of land that is not currently in transportation uses 
however, it would not change existing adjacent laml uses except ftossiNy at the Kings Tulare Regional 
Station alternative sites." 

The DEIR/EIS includes the conversion of parcels that are obtained through the acquisition 
process for the project footprint, however what is not included are remnant parcels that arc 
created by the alignment and cannot be used for future farming practices and will be hampered 
by their size, configuration and access. Given the length ot track no following a transportation 
corridor, the number of these remnant parcels is significant. ITic DEIR/EIS should provide a 
calculation based upon all potential conversions of land, not just the direct footprint impacts. 
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115. Page 3.13-37 False Statement Without any Support 

I he DEIR/EIS in its attempt to minimize the impact of the project on adjacent parcels makes the 
following incorrect and unsupported statement: 

"‘The HST tracks am! supporting facilities would not inhibit continuation of existing uses on adjacent 
lands, nor would they induce growth." 

The statement provided by the DEIR/EIS is incorrect and does not provide any evidence that the 
statement can be valid. Given the alignment and facility locations some examples of failure to 
ability to use sites after arc: 

• Overpasses, alignments, facilities eliminate numerous homes and farming facilities and 
many cannot continue their existence on that site. 

• Several properties will be isolated without access unless the IISR Project can provide a 
secondary access point. I he DEIR/EIS provides not evidence in any section that 
stranded parcels will have a viable access point. 

• Conversion of lands surrounding stations will be changed due to the fact that farming and 
stations cannot coexist. 


116. Page 3.13-47 Improper Deferral of Parking Study 

The DEIR/EIS improperly defers the study of future parking structures and requirements to a 
later date in the following statement: 

"However, to discourage unplanned growth in the area surrounding the station sites, the Authority plans 
to provide less parking at die stations ami lo work with local communities such as Hanford. Visalia, ami 
Tulare to provide /Hirking al satellite lots in those communities, with transit service to the stations. A 
future environmental review of these satellite lots would be conducted by the Authority if this approach to 
serving the HST station is implemented." 

The DEIR/EIS establishes a need for parking given the proposal is to not provide the necessary 
parking for the stations in the Kings/1 ularc area. The deferral of future studies to investigate 
how to meet the needs of parking v iolate the principles of NEPA and CEQA to identify impacts. 
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| should be provided and assessed to determine their impact on significance. 
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117. Page 3.13-47 Improper Deferral of Parking Study 

The DEIR/EIS make the following statement regarding parking in downtown Bakersfield for the 
HSR station: 


“The downtown Bakersfield Station would provide up to -1.500 parking spaces after the station is 
completed, although the full 2035 (forking demand is estimated to he 8,100 spaces. It is unknown at this 
time how the additional parking s/kiccs would he provided. The -1.500 spaces would he provided in one or 
two structures, depending on the alternative chosen for the station. In addition, four parking lots are 
located approximately 0.5 mile, or less, from the proposed station location, although same parking 
spaces in these lots are useii on a daily basis and are not available for HSTparking. Additional parking 
ureas are being identified in the downtown area to accommodate both passengers ami visitors to the 
station area, am! to encourage land uses that would support other development types. 

Under CEQA/NEPA the lead agency must utilize the DEIR/EIS to identify and address impacts 
associated with the HSR project. It is alarming to sec this DEIR/EIS actually create an impact 
within its description. The knowledge that the HSR station will require upwards of 8,100 
parking spaces, yet only design for 4.500 spaces is a significant impact to the City of 
Bakersfield. There is no discussion or analysis of the shortage of parking given there is no 
realistic ability to meet the future parking needs. 

118. Page 3.13-48 Unsupported and Incorrect Conclusion Statement 

The DIER/EIS makes an incorrect comparison and conclusion in the following statement: 


"Both the BNSF Railway and UPRR cross through tlte south San Joaquin Talley and bin e not prevented 
recent ilevelopinent of residential neighborhoods in close proximity to the lines. For exam/de. there has 
been substantial residential development along the BNSF Railway alignment tm the western side of 
metropolitan Bakersfield over the past 3tt years." 

The DEIR/EIS falsely compares freight-train service systems to HSR in order to draw the 
conclusion that they do not impede development. 1 he DIF.R/EIS however fails to address the 
differences in the system that might lead to the ability to develop near the tracks, freight 
sy stems ty pically do not run at speeds, noise levels and frequency that the IISR system intends to 
operate at. The HSR system as described in the DFIR/EIS will be louder, travel at a much higher 
speed and be at a much higher frequency. These factors should be described and balanced to 
determine if there is a potential that the alignment can and will act as a barrier. 

119. Page 3.13-50 Failure to Include Cited Report in the DFIR/EIS Information 

The DEIR/EIS cited the following report as the basis for findings within the DEIR/EIS: 

The Transit Oriented Development Design Report for Fresno Final Report (VC Berkeley 2010) 
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The report was not included in the information provided to the reader. The report could not be 
found included with the DEIR/EIS information provided online, via CD or within the published 
documents. This information is critical in reviewing the ability to meet the TOD requirements 
and making a significance determination. The DEIR/EIS should publish this information with 
the DEIR/EIS and re-rcleasc the document for another 90-day review period. 

120. Page 3.13-50 Failure to Provide a Full Analysis of Impacts to Urban Areas Around 
Stations 

The DEIR/EIS improperly analy zes the impacts to local property around a station in the 
following statement: 

"Indirect effects mi surrotmding hunt uses are considered to have moderate intensity under SEP A 
because the HST stations may induce growth, but they Mould be consistent with applicable plans. Indirect 
im/XK ts would be less than significant under CEQA because lainI use changes would he compatible with 
adjacent land uses. Indirect effects on surrtnitH/ing land uses would be beneficial, encouraging more 
efficient land use patterns that are consistent with Fresno and Bakersfield planning goals. “ 

The DEIR/EIS fails to provide an analysis worthy of a significance finding given that the 
analy sis made is based upon assumptions unsupported by findings or facts. The DEIR/EIS 
assumes that development will occur according to proposed and undeveloped plans by the City 
of Fresno and the City of Bakersfield. The DEIR/EIS includes information that not a single 
urban infill project is being currently planned for the City of Fresno and only two projects are 
currently being proposed in Bakersfield. The DEIR/EIS fails to provide an analysis addressing 
tire failure to dev elop the areas surrounding the HSR stations with TOD projects and other high 
density infill projects. The DEIR/EIS should provide the outcomes and impacts if the 
assumptions made in the previous sections fail to be realized. 

121. Page 3.13-57 Unclear and Unanaly/ed Mitigation Measure 

The DEIR/EIS alludes to the future development of satellite parking and transportation hubs 
however fails to address these as a mitigation measure in the following statement: 

"The Authority could/irnvide less (forking at the Kings Tulare Regional Station site than described in 
Chapter 2 by working with local communities such as Hanford. Visalia, am! Tulare to provide parking at 
satellite lots in those communities with frequent transit service to the stations." 


The DIER/EIS alludes to the inclusion of future satellite parking and transportation hubs to 
supplement parking requirements at a Kings/Tularc HSR station. This seems to be a mitigation 
measure and also a project feature. The DEIR/EIS does not fully describe this feature or provide 
any analy sis of impacts such as traffic and land use planning tor these stations. I he DEIR/EIS 
cannot include such unclear and unanalyzed features. T he DEIR/EIS should remove this feature 
or provide the appropriate level of analysis required under CEQA and NEPA as a project feature. 
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122. Page 3.14-4 Inconsistency Between Alignment and Blueprint 

The DEIR/EIS makes the following statement: 

"The San Joaquin Valley Blueprint planning process resulted in a regional phot the B - Scenario that 
is intended to help preserve agricultural land by foc using new development in urban centers. The San 
Joaquin Valley Blueprint sets out 12 smart-growth principles, including Preserve open space, farntlam/, 
natural beauty, mid critical environmental areas. " but these are not mandatory for any city or county 
land use decision ." 

Of the 114 miles of alignment currently being contemplated for construction, approximately 28 
miles of the alignment through Kings County is not located on a Transportation Corridor, w hich 
was required as a part of Proposition 1 A. Proposition 1A recognizes that the placement of the 
alignment on a transportation corridor would minimize the impacts associated with the HSR 
Project. By placing the alignment out in the open farm land with sweeping curves the 
alignments consume larger portions of prime farm ground, disrupts existing aesthetics and 
impact environmental areas. Another way to interpret the impact of not utilizing a transportation 
corridor is to look at the percentage of impacts. Of the 114 miles of track, approximately 25% of 
the track is not located on a transportation corridor, most of that concentrated in Kings County. 
Not placing the track along a transportation corridor increases the impact by double given the 
alignment is not adjacent to a corridor and the impacts arc felt on both sides of the track, and 
there is a significant number of overpass and underpass structures required. Therefore the acutal 
impact to not being on a transportation corridor is double and 50 % of the overall impacts are 
concentrated in the 28 miles of tracks located in Kings County not adjacent to any transportation 
corridor. The currently proposed alignments seemingly contradict the foundations of the San 
Joaquin Valley Blueprint and the DEIR/EIS does not provide any recognition of this 
discrepancy. 

The DEIR/EIS does not provide a justification to concentrate impacts to agriculture on the Kings 
County region, nor provide any ev idence that a transportation corridor is not feasible. The 
DEIR/EIS is required to provide feasible alternatives that can minimize impacts, therefore under 
CEQA and NEPA the DEIR/EIS is required to pro\ ide a sufficient analysis of a high-speed 
alignment located along a transportation corridor. 
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Sweeping curv es and alignments being place away from transportation corridors creates 
hundreds of small parcels, many of which are unfarmable and conv ert large swaths of acreage to 
non-farming uses. 

Policies and ordinances in Kings County also promote the development of new housing w ithin 
the urban sphere of influences and promote an inward development regime. The alignments 
being proposed in Kings County site "proposed" HSR stations on the periphery ol the City ot 
Ilanford in what has been zones agricultural land. Both proposed stations are several miles from 
downtown Hanford and are located outside of the City Limits. If dev elopment around a station 
proceeds as the HSR project believes, this will cause an outward sprawl of businesses and 
homes, which directly v iolates local policies and ordinances. 

The DEIR/EIS contemplates the local policies and ordinances that are established by local 
governments and elected officials to meet regulations and local needs and wishes. The 
DEIR/EIS fails to address or provide mitigation for the overall failure to meet local policies and 
ordinances. The DEIR/EIS should provide an analy sis of an alignment that meets local policies 
to ensure that the public and readers understand the full analysis. 


124. Page 3.14-8 Failure to Provide Criteria for Analysis 

fhe DEIR/EIS makes the following statement: 


”ln iktdition. analysts examined farmland severance on a parcel-by-panel basis f or eac h alternatin’ to 
identify where severance would create two parcels, ami result in remnant parceKx) that would be too 
simdl or loo phy sically constrained to be farmed economically. ” 

I he DEIR/EIS indicates that there was an analy sis to determine parcels that could remain in 
farming and those that would either be too small or be constrained such that they could not be 
farmed. The DEIR/EIS does not provide the reader with the criteria utilized to make such a 
determination in the document or the supporting documents provided with the DEIR/EIS. Given 
the lack of communication between Authority consultants that prepared the DEIR/EIS the 
landowners and readers of this document should be allowed to understand how determinations 
were made and the opportunity to comment on what is a legitimate criteria and what is not. 

The DEIR/EIS should provide the reader with the process and criteria used to determine a 
farmablc or non-farmabie parcel. 


123. Page 3.14-6 Project Inconsistency with Local Plans 

In fable 3.14-1 the DEIR/EIS establishes the local policies and ordinances that govern 
development on agricultural land. From a Kings County perspective, where the alignment 
departs front a transportation corridor (BNSF Railroad) the policies established by Kings County 
and the Cities impacted by the alignment arc inconsistent and contradictory. Kings County 
policies and ordinances promote the preserv ation of agricultural lands by maintaining large 
parcel sizing (ie. parcels greater than 20 acres) and by promoting W illiamson Act contracts. All 
alignments being proposed through Kings County violate these policies and principles. 


125. Page 3.14-9 Failure to Provide Agricultural Technical Group Findings 

The DEIR/EIS indicated that an Agricultural Technical Group was created to study the impacts 
associated with the project and alignments. I his Group should have been established years ago 
to assist in directing the choice of alignments, however as proposed the Group is simply 
formulating mitigation measures. If the Group has created any documentation that was a part ot 
the DEIR/EIS. it should be prov ided in the document or any supporting documents. 
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126. Page 3.14-9 Provide Definition 

The DEIR/EIS establishes the threshold for negligible, moderate and significant impacts to farm 
ground. The acreages associated with each threshold were not defined as to their source. It 
should be noted that many farmable and profitable operations can be smaller than 10 acres. It 
should also be noted that temporary impacts such as equipment storage areas can have a 
significant impact on farming operations for 5 years, which is a long period of time to be without 
the profitability of that land. 


127. Page 3.14-9 Strike Statement 

The DEIR/KIS makes the following statement: 

“When originally established, forms in the project vicinity were rectangular parcels that followed 
township and range survey patterns, which were composed of many similarly shaped parcels. Over time, 
construction of the railroads, state highways, and local roads divided some farms, creating irregularly 
shaped parcels. n 

This statement misrepresents the actual development of farming within the Central Valley. 1 he 
roads and streets in the area surrounding the alignment arc on a grid system with roads provided 
approximately every 1 mile in the north-south and east-west direction. On occasion there are 
roads provided on the 1/2 mile. This allows for farming to take place in blocks. The DEIR/EIS 
should eliminate this statement as it misrepresents the development and status of roads and farm 
ground in the vicinity of the alignment and the Central Valley. 


128. Page 3.14-33 Misleading Statement 

The DH1R/E1S makes the following statement: 


The j Vo Project Alternative would result in extensive farmland conversion to ac commodate anticipated 
future growth in the region. In comparison, the HST alternatives would convert farmland for construction 
of the project hut would also provide op/xirtunities for focusing future grow th on land that is already 
urbanized, approved for development hut mu built on. or planned for urban uses This could reduce the 
amount of farmland converted to urbeut uses to accomnuxlate future grow th within the region." 

The DEIR/H1S misleads the reader by making an over generalized statement about the potential 
development of surrounding communities. The alignments proposed through the 1 lanford area 
(both the ease and west alternatives) have sited station locations on the edges ol the City center, 
far removed from urban influences and more akin to farming. I he alignments have the potential 
to focus development to consume more farm ground as homes and businesses begin to move 
towards the HSR stations. 


Fresno to Bakersfield DEIR/EIS Comments Page 76 of 92 

The DEIR/EIS should eliminate the statement that the HSR project will provide opportunities to 
focus growth on urbanized land given there is no evidence within the document that this will be 
pursued. 


129. Page 3.14-33 Improper Statement of Kindings/l.aeking Analy sis and Evidence for 
Findings 

The DEIR/EIS makes the following statement: 

"Hind effects on bees and adjacent cropland would he of negligible intensify ■ under SEP A and not affect 
agricultural ffroducth'ily, including ftollination by bees. Noise from IIS I operatums could intfiacl 
livestock and poultry where the HST is within 100 feet of confined animal facilities. The impacts to 
livestock and poultry." 

The DEIR/EIS does not provide any evidence that the two statements made in regards to wind impacts on 
bees and noise and vibration impacts on confined animals are as stated. 
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130. Page 3.14-41 Improper Analysis of Temporary Impacts to Agriculture 

The DEIR/EIS contemplates the usage of large acreages of agricultural land for temporary uses 
such as staging areas and equipment storage yards. For the BNSl alignment this could be as 
high as 1,519 acres of land. The DEIR/EIS fails to provide a suitable analy sis to make the 
subsequent findings of negligible impacts under NEPA and less-lhan-significant under CEQA 
given the failure to address potential environmental impacts associated with the temporary 
activity on the agricultural land and the failure to provide a reclamation plan. 

As with other activities carried out such as mining operations, the proponent must provide a 
reclamation plan to ensure the return of land to a usable product. Hie DEIR/EIS fails to provide 
any plan to return temporarily seized land to agricultural usage once the HSR project is 
completed. The upper layers of soil that is utilizes for farming (commonly called topsoil) has a 
makeup that is conducive to plant growth. In a sense it is a living organism that supports plan 
life. Farmers are apply ing supplements, fertilizers and organic matter in a fine balance to ensure 
a productive operation. During IISR construction efforts, heavy equipment will travel over the 
ground and introduce compactive effort chemicals and debris. This is also in conjunction with 
the lack of irrigation and field supplements. Essentially the field will yield a "dead dirt. ITtc 
DEIR/EIS prov ides no evidence that would ensure that a field would be returned to its farming 
state, therefore the impact has the potential to be long-term or permanent. 

The article published by Vem Grubiner "Soil Organic Matter: I he Living, the Dead and the 
Very Dead" establishes that soil organic matter is only a small percentage ot most soils, but it 
has a drastic impact on soil properties and therefore agricultural productivity. I he report finds 
that: 

"Frequent tillage, periods of bare ground, and removal of crop residues all contribute to 
reductions in soil organic matter." 
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131. Page 3.14-43 Confusing Sentence 

The DK1R/E1S makes the following statement which is confusing to the reader: 

"7/w BNSF Alternative would come within Kill feet of one confined animal facility in Kings C otmty. three 
confined animal facilities in Kbit's County, and tw o confined animal facilities in Tulare County ." 

1 he sentence repeats Kings County twice leaving the reader with the impression that 4 confined 
animal facilities are within 100' of the BNSF alignment. I”hc DEIR/E1S should clarity this 
conflict in the FEIR/HIS. 
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132. Page 3.14-44 Lack of Evidence or Analysis to Support Findings 

The DEIR/EIS makes the following statement in regards to the impacts of loud noises on 
confined animals: 

"Responses to load noises include du: startle response, freezing (becoming temporarily stationary ), and 
fleeing from the sound source. As the project construction noise is below the levels identified in the 
literature to impact milk produc tion, effects on these confined animal facilities are not anticipated 
Tem/porary noise impacts tut adjacent farm animals would therefore not lead to the conversion o) 
Important Farmland to a non-agnailtoral use. because the current use would continue. The impact 
would hos e a negligible intensify under NEPA. and die impact would be tess-ihan-signifiaml under 
CEQA" 

The DEIR/EIS provides no analysis or data to indicate that the impacts would he "temporary . 
Sound impacts from construction equipment can be expected for several years. It a confined 
animal facility is subject to several years of reduced milk production and/or Irightencd cows, the 
dairy may experience financial losses, which will not be recoverable under the standard property 
acquisition process outlined by the Authority . If is dairy is forced to close the future use ol the 
dairy facility and its supporting farm ground is unknown. The DEIR/EIS does not contemplate 
nor analyze the realistic outcome of a prolonged temporary noise impact on a confined animal 
facility. 

The DEIR/EIS also is not clear as to the source of the sound. The DEIR/EIS indicates that the 
train could introduce a sharp and abrupt sound at the 90 • dB range for as many as 12 bursts per 
hour. This will occur 7 days a week for as long as the train is in service. Although the confined 
animals will be desensitized to the noise over time, the dairy business operates by losing cows 
and introducing new cows. As new cows arc introduced they may be startled by the noise until 
they arc accustomed, however for that time period it can be expected that the dairy will not 
recicvc its full milk production from that cow. I he cow may also become startled and resless in 
the midst of the other cows that are accustomed to the noise, which may scare the other animals 
and cause loss of milk production or other impacts. 
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133. Page 3.14-45 Lack of F.videncc or Analysis to Support Statement 

The DEIR/EIS makes the following statement which is not supported by evidence or historical 
proof: 

"If the communities zone to lake advantage of this increase in lain/ values, the growth can be redirected 
to limit low-density development, which has been consuming large amounts of land area. There is an 
opportunity to encourage walkable. more-concentrated development patterns to meet new grow th 
demands and reduce the rale ami in currence of low -density development, w hich entiles the valuable land 
resources. Providing o/tporumilies for foc using future development on lanti that is already in 
nonagricullural uses would reduce the amount of farmland converted to uses other than agriculture This 
w ould be consistent w ith the /preferred B (Blueprint/ Scenario, w hich incorporates the HST system, and 
farmland conversion would be reduced from 327,000 acres (the business-as-usual. or ‘A Scenario! to 
209.(HH) acres, a reduction of II8.000 acres ." 

Although all communities in the Central Valley have strived for this principle in planning, it has 
not been successful nor observed. The reality is that many communities on outskirts of urban 
communities have been taken over by commuters that consume more farm ground for 
subdivision developments. 
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134. Page 3.14-45 DEIR/EIS Requires Clarification 

The DIER/EIS provides the following statement in regards to the permanent conversion of farm 
ground: 

“estimates of the /termitnent conversion of hn/tortant Farmlands under the BNSF Alternative, based on 
the land that would be /permanently converted as a result of the project right-of-way. and ancillary 
facilities such as substations anil the Fresno. Kings/Tulare and Bakersfield / 1ST stations." 

The statement and the DEIR/EIS is not clear as to the inclusion of the overpass footprints in the 
conversion of farm ground. The DEIR/EIS should clearly state if the quantity reported includes 
or fails to include the footprint required for overpasses, rights-of-way. easements, ancillary 
facilities and power facilities (including those required to transmit power to the rail system). 

3.15 - Parks, Recreation and Open Spaces 

135. Page 3.15-26 Failure to Analyze Impacts to Baseball Stadium 

The DEIR/EIS identifies the Chukchansi Baseball Stadium w ithin 850* of the proposed HSR 
alignment and Fresno HSR station without properly addressing construction impacts: 

•‘Chukchansi Park (Fresno). C onslrnclion pj the HST would not require tem/mron use oft hake Itousi 
Park property and would tun create any direct impacts. As show n on Figure 3.15-6. Chukchansi Park is 
approximately 810 feet from the centerline of the BNSF right-of-way and less than 100feelfrom the slmly 
area for a grade separation required for the BNSF Alternative, hulirect impacts would include noise, 
dust am! visual change, w hich could indirectly affect the stadium and users. However, these indirect 
impacts are not anticipated to substantially affect normal use because of the existing urban nature of the 
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facility: therefore, the effects of the project would hose negligible intensity under SEP A. and would he a 
less-lhan-signifieant impact whler CEQA." 

The DEIR/EIS fails lo address all potential impacts to the Chukchansi Park in Fresno due to 
construction. Although the DEIR/EIS provide recognition that there will be noise, dust and 
visual changes, a simple statement is made that indicates that they will not substantially affect 
normal use. The DEIR/EIS fails to prov ide any analysis or proof that would substantiate these 
findings. Events such as daytime soccer games, community outings, beer and wine ev ents and 
movies in the park could be impacted due to construction noise and v isual impacts. The 
DE1R/LIS should provide an analysis of the potential impacts to attendance and provide a 
mitigation measure to minimize the impacts. 

One of the important impacts that is not addressed is the impacts to local traffic and parking 
around the stadium. I he DEIR/EIS should provide a description of the impacts to traffic 
patterns, potential road closures and the availability of parking to meet stadium needs while 
construction of the IISR alignment and station arc underw ay. Figure 3.15-6 show s the 
construction impact to occur over most ot the existing parking facilities for the stadium. During 
construction the DEIR/EIS does not identify substitute parking arrangements, therefore 
attendance will be impacted. If there is an impact to the stadium and park, the DEIR/EIS should 
provide a CEQA/NEPA qualified mitigation measure and analysis that would lead to an 
appropriate significance determination. 

Under the information provided and potential for significant impacts the DEIR/EIS fails to 
provide a sufficient discussion of construction impacts on Chukchansi Park. 
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136. Page 3.15-27 Failure to Address Construction Impacts to the Pixlcy National 
Wildlife Refuge 

The DEIR/EIS provides the following limited impact analysis; 

"Pvdey National Wildlife Refuge (Tulare County). The right-of-way for the BSSF Alternative would 
require construction activities within 195 feet of Pixlcy National Wildlife Refuge lands. However, these 
activities would he separated front Pixiev National Wildlife Refuge by SR JS and would not create any 
direct or indirect impacts. HST construction effects tut Pixley National Wildlife Refuge would hart a 
negligible intensity untkr SEP A. ami impacts would be less than significant under CEQA ." 

The DEIR/EIS fails to recognize the construction impacts to the park due to the noise, visual and 
vibration impacts on the wildlife. During construction it is anticipated that loud and sharp noises 
will startle the wildlife in the refuge and will drive them away from the edges of the refuge. This 
will change the character of the park during construction and may have a lasting impact of the 
wildlife in the refuge. Dust created from the construction may also drive into the refuge, causing 
wildlife to be impacted. 


Section 3.16 Aesthetics and Visual Resources 
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137. Page 3.16-60 Incorporation of a Mitigation Measure After Finalization of EIR/EIS 

The DEIR/EIS improperly implements a mitigation measure after the finalization of the 
DE1R/KIS in the following statement: 

"During final design of the elevated guidewavs. the Authority will coordinate with local jurisdictions on 
their design so ilmi the elevated guidewavs will fit in appropriately with the visual context of the areas 
near them The Authority will establish a process with the city or county with jurisdiction over the land 
along the elevated guideway lo advance the final design through a collaborative, context-sensitive 
solutions approach. The working groups will meet on a regular basis to develop a consensus on the urban 
design elements to he incorporated into the final guideway de signs. The process will include activities to 
solicit community input in the affected neighborhoods." 

The DEIR/EIS improperly relies upon a mitigation measure that will be developed and 
implemented after the DEIR/EIS is finalized. The intention is to coordinate with local 
jurisdictions after the DEIR/EIS is implemented versus prior to finalization to ensure that the 
appropriate impacts and mitigation measures arc identified and implemented as a part ot the 
CEQA and NEPA process. The DEIR/EIS should coordinate ahead of the DEIR/EIS to ensure 
that appropriate mitigation measures arc identified, analyzed lor feasibility and cost and 
realistically summarized for an appropriate level of significance as a part of the DEIR/EIS. 


138. Page 3.16-60 Failure to Address Impact 

The DIER/EIS identifies an impact in the following statement that is not addressed in this, nor 
any other section of the DEIR/EIS: 

"Since some of these structures along with the piers can be targets for graffiti, they can incorporate 
textured surfaces ami artistic patterns that discourage graffiti and tultl visual interest lo the landscape: in 
otldilion surface coatings can be applied to them to facilitate cleaning ami the removal of graffiti. 

I he prevalence of graffiti in the Central Valley is significant. 1 he impact has been identified in this 
section, however no analysis or mitigation measure is identified in the DEIR/EIS. As graffiti takes place 
the DEIR/EIS does not account for the reporting of such vandalism to local law enforcement agencies. 

I he DEIR/EIS does not provide an analysis of the potential for graffiti, however only indicates it could be 
a problem. If it becomes a problem, local law enforcement will be charged with responding to the 
vandalism and preparing reports to address such vandalism. I his has not been analyzed as a potential 
impact to local law enforcement capacity 
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139. Page 3.16-61 Verify Information and Provide Clarification 

The DEIR/EIS makes the following statement: 

"Hie height from ground level to lire top of rail would typically he a minimum of 4.5 feet, hut would 
fluc tuate up to as much as 8 feel depending upon topography " 

In reviewing the technical drawings for this project, there are sections ot track that arc 
approximate!) 10’ above grade. The above statement indicates that the highest would be 
approximately 8\ The DU R/EIS should be consistent with all information prov ided. 

The DEIR/EIS also fails to indicate the presence of a chain link fence along the entire length of 
track. This is a visual barrier that breaks the consistency ol the view. 

The DEIR/EIS also fails to address items such as the power traction facilities and radio 
communication towers. Most importantly the DEIR/EIS Jails to identify overpass structures as 
visual barriers. These structures arc approximately 35’ tail and can extend for approximately 3/4 
mile. 

The DEIR/EIS fails to properly identify the impacts associated with visual resources because it 
has failed to address facilities appropriately and has Jailed to include all features. 


Section 3.18 Regional Growth 

140. Page 3.18-1 Failure to Recognize Changes in Time Between Programmatic FIR and 
Project Level DEIR/EIS 

The DEIR/EIS improperly relies upon date information from the Programmatic EIR in the 
following statement: 


”7 /*' Final Program EIR'FIS ft* the Proposed California UST System (Statewide Program EIR hIS ) 

/Authority ami FRA 2005) and the Bay Area to Central Valley Program EIR/EIS (Authority and FR4 
2008. Authority 2010) did w>t identify growth impacts requiring mitigation for growth beyond 11ST design 
cmdprogram 'objectives and mitigation for other impac ts. Since that time, economic recession conditions 
have largely stifled new growth in California and the Central Valley. As a result, there is an oversupply 
in the San Joacpiin Valiev of approved, hut unbuilt development projects. When economic conditions 
improve. ness growth is exacted to occur in those locations first. The analysis in this document indicates 
growth inducement for the Fresno to Bakersfield section is not expected to he greater than that analyzed 
in the Program ElR'EISs ." 

The DEIR/EIS relies upon findings from the Program EIR/EIS to estimate impacts to regional 
growth at the Project level. The Program EIR/EIS was done prior to 2005 (2000-2004) and does 
not properly reflect the current day markets and growth patterns that could potentially impact 
movement of residents from urban areas to the rural areas. 
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Included in Attachment ?? am the average costs of homes from January 2000 to present as 
presented by trulia.com. which is a real estate value tracking system. From the information 
provided the Program EIR/EIS was developed during a period in which the real estate market 
was in a extraordinary boom, while wc currently find ourselves and significantly less value in 
our real estate, however the urban areas did not suffer the decline in property value as Central 
Valley communities did. Below is a table of the findings: 


r---1 

2000 

2005 

2012 

Bakersfield 

S90.000 

$303,000 

SI 45.000 

Fresno 

$92,000 

S299.000 

$145,000 

Los Angeles 

SI 62.000 

$575,000 

$300,000 

--- 

San Francisco 

S430.000 

$835,000 

.. 


Given the collapse of the housing markets throughout the state, the Central Valiev has currently 
an inventory of very low cost homes. In the market today the cost ol a liomc in the C cntral 
Valley versus San Francisco and Los Angeles is two-times and lour-times respectiv ely cheaper. 
The Project level DEIR/EIS cannot rely upon the analysis done in the Program EIR/EIS given 
there has been such drastic changes in the economy and housing markets. 

141. Page 3.18-13 Key Statement that l ndermines the Findings of the DEIR/EIS 

The DEIR/EIS makes the following statement: 

-The economic growth studs conducted for the Bay Area Program EIR/EIS found that the overflow of 
people from urhiui coastal areas seeking affordable housing within commuting range of major 
metropolitan areas drives the high growth projections for these Scat Joacpiin Valles' counties. 

Historically the ability to commute via a public trasportation system has opened up once small 
communities to the urban sprawl concept. Communities such as 1 racy. Pleasanton. Liv ermore, 
and even as Jar as Los Banos have all experienced large housing demands due to the urban 
sprawl from lame urban centers such as San Jose and San Francisco. In Southern California the 
same exists between communities such as Castaic and Palmdale and their close proximity to Los 
Angeles. 

Although the DEIR/EIS recognizes the large influence that the urban areas can have on the 
Central Valley, this is the only statement that attributes or attempts to address the concern. 
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142. Page 3.18-19 Failure to Provide Analysis 

The DEIR/EIS makes the following statement: 

The analysis slum s tint UST alternatives ss onld create additional employment and business opportunities 
and attract higher-wage jobs in comparison to the Vo Project Alternative. The UST alternatives, 
boss ever, would only raise the projected population and employment growth hy about S96 beyond growth 
anticipated under the \ r o Project Allenuttive “ 
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The DF.IR/EIS infers that there was an "analysis" that was done to make the statement above, 
however tire DEIR/EIS docs not provide the analysis. Therefore, the DEIR/EIS fails to provide 
the necessary level of detail warranted under CEQA and NEPA. Ihe DF.IR/EIS should provide 
the analysis that was done to draw the conclusion made, or eliminate the statement and 
conclusion. The analysis provided earlier in the document is Hawed giv en the lack of recent 
detail in the economy and housing market. 

143. Page 3.18-22 Lack of Analysis Leading to Unsupported Findings 

The DEIR/EIS provides the following limited analysis of job creation: 

"Over the entire construction period, project expenditures under the BNSF Alternative would result in the 
creation of a total of 7.3(H) direct and 14.6(H) indirect ami induced annual Job years This is a total of 
21.900 additional annual job years created by the project in the four-county area over these 8 years 
During Ihe peak period of construction, the additional 1.1(H) direct-construction jobs created would 
comprise an additional 2.4% of the total projected 2016 construction jobs in the region tsee Table 3. 18- 
3t. This small jfercentage increase would not be substantial enough to greatly attract workers to the 
region because the existing underemployed construction workforce would be expected to fill these 
jobs. 3 n 

The DEIR/EIS draws the conclusion that the local markets will supply the necessary worktorce 
to meet the construction needs of this project. Although there are numbers ot unemployed 
construction workers within the local markets to meet live need, the DEIR/EIS does not provide 
any information or policies that would support the finding. The DEIR/EIS fails to address the 
ty pe of construction work needed, the ability of construction forces to meet specialized needs or 
the ability of larger construction companies outside of the area mobilizing to the Central Valley 
to acquire work. 


144. Page 3.18-30 Lack of Analysis Leading to l nsupported Findings 

The DF.IR/EIS makes the following unsupported analysis: 


"The 11ST alternatives contribute a relatively small inc remental increase in the projected growth for the 
4-county region associated with the Xo Project Alternative The IIST Project would result in a 2-3% 
population increase and 3% employment increase compared to current projections. While increasing 
projected population and employment growth, the IIST project would also result in the benefits over the 
Xo-Project condition including reduc ed automobile travel on major freeway s, reduced long-term air 
pollutant emissions, and additional economic ac tivity that may bring the- San Joaquin Valiev s 
chronically high unemployment rale to a level that is more in line with the rest of the stale. 

I he DEIR/EIS provides no analysis or data that would support the fact that they project would 
result in a 2-3% population increase or a 3% employment increase. I he DEIR/EIS cannot make 
statements based upon unsupported analysis. The DF.IR/EIS should prov ide an analysis or 
evidence that would support the above statements or remove them from the document. 
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145. Page 3.18-31 Lack of Analysis Leading to Unsupported Findings 

I he DEIR/EIS makes the following unsupported analysis: 

"The HST is designed for intercity trawl to provide an alternative to the personal automobile and 
airplanes for rapid travel between the major urban centers of the state. It is not intended as a commuter 
rail service and tickets prices would not be subsidized, as is typical for commuter rail. At a ticket /trice 
equivalent to 30-80% of airfare, it would not be cost-effective for most people to Ihe in tnte urban area, 
say Fresno, imd commute to another urban area, such as Scut Francisco." 

The DEIR/EIS provides no analy sis of the potential for the HSR to utilized as a commuter rail 
service. Simply stating that the cost will not induce commuter traffic is not sufficient under 
CEQA and NEPA. The DF.IR/EIS should provide evidence and/or data that would show that the 
cost associated with HSR tickets will not induce commuter traffic. 

Under the promotion of HSR the Authority has touted the ticket prices as affordable and 
unsubsidized. However, throughout the world other HSR sy stems have been implemented and 
utilized as commuter services. One example would be the Shinkanscn in Japan. 


146. Page 3.18-32 Failure to Address Potential Buying Power of New Landowners 

The DEIR/EIS makes a simplified analysis that is docs not fully address potential concerns of 
land consumption in the following statement: 

"As shown in Table 3.18-18. the IIST would increase /to/ndation hy approximately 2-3% or 
approximately 110.650 people over the 2035 population forecasted for the four-comity region As 
indicated above, communities in the region have adequate space to accommodate planned growth bv 
2035 and I ISJ-induced growth within their current s/there s of influence. If the current imputation density 
ofapproximatelv 10 persons per acre (see Section 2.4. Xo Project Alternative Existing and Planned 
improvements/ were to continue with the HST. 11.065 acres of land would be needed to accommodate 
this additional population. ” 

ITic DEIR/EIS fails to address its earlier statement that homeowners along the coastal 
communities, which typically have higher incomes will be the landowners that will move 
towards the Central Valley . Given the larger buy ing power and higher incomes made in the 
Coastal Communities, the DEIR/EIS should provide an analysis of the realistic person per acre 
that will be caused by the HSR project. 
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147. Page 3.18-33 Unrealistic Reliance Upon Undocumented Policies and Plans 

The DEIR/EIS relies upon future plans and policies to address future growth in the following 
statement: 

"As described in Section 3.13. Lind Use. Station Plunning. and Development, life Authority has 
developed guidelines for station area deveh/mtenl (HST Station Area Development General Princ iples 
and Guidelines/, its identified in the Bay Area to Central Valley IIST Program final and revised final 
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EIR/EIS documents (Authority and FRA 2008 and 2010i and is working with the city of Fresno on station 
area plans through a matching planning grant program and has offered the city of Bakersfield the same 
opportunity. Ultimately, the cities and county would he responsible for developing local land use 
requirements that wouldfocus the growth in the HST station areas: hut as described ahosv. the project 
would entourage the cities anti cotmty to take full advantage of the HSI station potential. 

Under CEQA and NLPA. the DEIR/EIS cannot rely upon unrealized plans and policies to 
mitigate for an impact. The DEIR/EIS wishes to rely upon plans yet to be developed by local 
agencies such as the City of Fresno to direct urban development around the Iresno HSR Station. 
These policies have not been developed nor approved by any local jurisdictions. 

A further problem ensues given that areas surrounding the Fresno HSR station, but not within its 
footprint have distinct identities and even historical significance. Areas such as the old 
Chinatown and other areas of important to the Japanese culture arc located one-block to the west 
and several blocks to the north and the south. During the policy process these communities may 
rally to preserve their heritage, therefore leaving future development around the 1ISR Station 
stagnant. 

The City of Bakersfield has not accepted any funding to proposed such plans, therefore leaving it 
highly skeptical that Bakersfield will adopt any of the 1 ISR development policies. Therefore, the 
DEIR/EIS cannot utilize future policies and plans to offset sprawl and growth induced by the 
HSR Project. 


148. Page 3.18-33 Unrealistic Reliance Upon Undocumented Policies and Plans 

I he DIER/E1S the following mitigation statement without any analysis, support, feasibility or 
cost analysis: 

"Due to this high potential, the Authority could work with local government, the ( ahforma Department of 
Conservation untlium-governmental agencies to purchase agricultural conservation easements around 
the statum to keep the haul in agricultural production to discourage direct or hu/irect growth around this 

station." 

The DEIR/EIS fails to meet the standards of CEQA and NEPA by providing a mitigation 
measure without providing the reader or decision maker with the appropriate level of analysis 
that would lead to a significance finding. Hie mitigation measure of buying development rights 
from surrounding landowners is not analyzes for its feasibility and cost. 


Section 3.19 Cumulative Impact 

149. Page 3.19-7 Lack of Parking Adds to Cumulative t ransportation Impacts 

The DEIR/EIS makes the following statement: 

Losallv. even without implementation of the HST alternatives, up to 10? of the 226 intersections and 55 
of,he 13-1 roadway segments within the three station study areas would operate at unacceptable LOS (F. 
or Ft by 2035. The IIST project in conjunction with other planned projects in these three statum areas 


would result in cumulative im,tacts due lo increased traffic associated with /teople traveling lo and from 
stations, as described in Section 3.2.5. Trans,utrlalum. Implementation of the HSI alternatives would he 
expected to reduce already WMcceptahle LOS levels by at least 4 seconds at up to 51 intersections in 
eit/ter the morning or afternoon peak luntr and increase the vo/inne-to-cupaciry ratio on 13 roadway 
segments hv 2035. The project would reduce LOS from acce,>table levels to unacceptable levels at 10 
intersections in either the morning or afternoon ,K>ak hour and 5 roadway segments. Therefore, due to the 
reduction in LOS. the project‘s cumulative effect would have substantial intensity utu/er NEPA. In the 
context of the number of intersections and roadway segments that would operate at an unacceptable LOS 
with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, the cumulative inqract of the project would 
be significant under NEPA The cuntribiaion of the project to traffic congestion would be cumulatively 
considerable under CEQA. “ 

The DEIR/EIS recognizes the increased traffic that will be induced around proposed station. 
However, the DEIR/EIS fails to address the potential failure to identify suitable parking 
accommodations to meet HSR station needs in the future. If the project is unable to meet the full 
parking demand, traffic in the area will be compounded by vehicles traveling around the area to 
find pairing, further diminishing the serviceability of the area. 


150. Page 3.19-7 Failure to Recognize the Funding Impacts 

The DEIR/EIS makes the following incomplete analysis and statement: 

"As described in the 2005 Statewide Program EIR/EIS and the 2008 Bay Area to Central Valley 
Program EIR/EIS. implementation of the HST System as a whole could benefit intercity 
highwayv. *' 

The DEIR/EIS references a document that was done at a time when the project could not identify 
its funding. Currently the project can only identify a small portion of funding, and has yet to 
realize the majority of its funding to meet its full build and I ISR service. As the project begins to 
seek future funding there will be an increased pressure to take funding that would support other 
transportation project and concentrate them on the I ISR project. This cumulative impact has not 
been identified, nor addressed. 


151. Page 3.19-9 Failure to Address Air Quality Fines 

The DEIR/EIS makes the following statement: 

“Construction of reasonably foreseeable future projects in the SJVAB would be a significant 
cumulative air quality impact under NEPA and ('EQA because the basin is not in attainment for 
ozone. PM 10. and PM2 5 and construction of any project causes emissions of ozone precursors 
(XOx and VOCs) and particulates. The SJVAPCD luis developed plans to help bring 
concentrations of these pollutants into attainment: however, the HST construction emissions 
were not included in these plans. Because the unmitigated construction emissions for the Fresno 
lo Bakersfield Section would exceed the SJVAPCD thresholds for NOx. V(K\ PM HI and PM2.5. 
the air quality effect would have substantial intensity under NEPA. Since the SJVAPCD 
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attainment plans for these pollutants do not account for project construction emissions, this 
would he a significant cumulative impact under NEPA. The project would also have a 
cumulatively considerable contribution to the air quality impact associated with reasonably 
foreseeable projects in the SJVAB. " 

The DEIR/EIS addresses the concerns that project construction will increase air pollutants 
beyond the current air quality standards for the area. However, the DEIR/EIS fails to address the 
current situation which faces the Central Valley. Due to air quality violations, residents and the 
San Joaquin Valley Air Quality Control Board are facing fines. Fines in the amount of $29 
million annual and a $12 per vehicle charge arc being levied against residents. If the air quality 
standards are exceeded for anything greater than 1 hours, future fines will be levied. The 
DEIR/EIS fails to address the potential for future fines, who will pay them or the impact on local 
economies if such fines arc levied during the construction of the project. 


152. Page 3.19-9 Failure to Address Timing and Air Quality Impacts 

t he DEIR/EIS makes the following statement: 

'Operation of the IIST would help the region attain air quality standards and plans by reducing 
the amount of regional vehicular traffic and providing an alternative mode of transportation. 
Because the 11ST project would help to decrease emissions of criteria pollutants, it would result 
in a net benefit to regional air quality. Therefore, operation of the 11ST alternatives would have a 
beneficial contribution under NEPA and no cumulative im/xtcl under CEQA. ” 

The DEIR/EIS fails to provide the appropriate level to detail to make the findings presented in 
this statement. During construction the HSR project will increase the air quality problems 
significantly. The Revised 2012 Business Plan indicates that upon completion of the Merced to 
Bakersfield section, which is anticipated to be 2017. the alignment will not have power and 
Amtrak service will be operating on the line. I he DEIR/EIS fails to analyze the increased air 
quality impacts carried forward without implementing HSR service upon completion of the 
tracks. There will also be increase vehicle miles traveled to access Amtrak stations and to 
maneuver around the HSR alignment. 
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The DEIR/EIS does not provide an analysis or data that would indicate that vehicle miles would 
be decreased. From information gathered within the DEIR/EIS it is sate to deduce that vehicle 
miles traveled in the Central Valley would be increased. If VMT in the Central Valley increases, 
the air quality issues that are already problematic will only increase. Evidence that VMT may 
increase include: 

1. The 2012 Revised Business Plan indicates that the new IISR tracks that will be installed 
could be used for traditional Amtrak Service. Under the current design proposals, 

Amtrak stations in Hanford. Wasco and Corcoran will be eliminated. The current 
traveling public that uses this service will be forced to travel to Fresno or Bakersfield to 
access Amtrak. For the community of I lanford. this represents approximately 180.000 
passengers per year. These people will either drive to Fresno or simply drive to their 
destination. 

2. As the HSR system is built, the DEIR/EIS indicates that the population will increase in 
the Central Valley due to the ability to access cheap and affordable housing. The 
DEIR/EIS provides little to no evidence to supports its estimate of a 3% increase and 
current market forces and local real estate costs would indicate that this number would be 
much larger. As these people move into the Central Valley they will also be bringing 
increased traffic to the Central Valley. The additional VMT from sprawl will intensify 
our already critical air quality status. 

3. The DEIR/EIS also fails to address the timing of the uir quality impacts. During 
construction the Central Valley portion of the HSR Project the air quality will be 
diminished significantly. Anticipated air quality fines have not been addressed or 
analy zed by the DEIR/EIS and the long term balance of air quality impacts to benefits is 
missing. If the Central Valley will be the subject of poor air quality for decades before 
HSR service is started, the DEIR/F.IS should provide an analysis of the liming of HSR 
serv ice versus the date at which the realization of air quality impacts arc accrued. The 
DF.IR/EIS cannot simply state that benefits will come to the Central Valley at a later date, 
by not provide analysis and data that would show the reader and decision mater when and 
how those benefits will be realized. 


153. Page 3.19-9 Failure to Address Timing and Air Quality Impacts 

The DEIR/EIS fails to address the timing of air quality impacts and unsubstantiated air quality 
benefits in the following statement: 

"Operation of the Merced to Fresno and Fresno to Bakersfield sections oft Ik f/ST would help 
the region attain air quality standards and plans by reducing the amount of regional vehicular 
traffic and providing an alternative mode oj transportation Because the 11ST project would help 
lo decrease emissions of criteria /xdlutants. it would result in a net benefit to regional air 
quality Therefore, operation of the HST alternatives would have a beneficial contribution under 
NEPA am! no cumulative inqxict under ('EQA." 
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154. Page 3.19-15 Failure to Address Cumulative Impacts of Noise Given New 
Transportation Corridor 

The DEIR/EIS does not recognize the importance and significance of the section of track through 
Kings County as a new transportation corridor. The alignments chose travel several miles 
outside of town and separate from any transportation corridor, including the BNSI- railroad. 1 he 
BNSF railroad currently travels through the City of Hanford and has a noise level at 
approximately 88dB. 1 his sound from the horns and steel-on-stcel tracks can be heard several 
miles radiating outward from the tracks. As the HSR project is constructed it will add an 
additional louder sound (at 95+ db) at the edge of the existing limits of the BNSF sound. The 
HSR will be introducing a loud and sharp noise every six minutes to the existing condition which 
represents the limits of an existing noise pollution source (BNSI* train). The cumulative impact 
of adding another transportation corridor will severely impact the quiet and serene rural 
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atmosphere for miles. This is avoidable and actually contemplated in Proposition 1 A. given that 
the law requires the alignments to be placed on transportation corridors and for Kings County the 
alignment is nowhere near a transportation corridor. 
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155. Page 3.19-18 Confusing and Incomplete Analysis 

The DEIR/EIS makes the following statement about electrical supply: 

T he electrical denuimi, inclusive of transmission losses, for the propulsion of the trains for the 
11ST alternatives, for the alteration of the trains at terminal stations, and in storage depots and 
maintenance facilities has been conservatively estimated to he 56,600 MBtus per day The 
projected average summer power supply statewide in 2010 was forecast at 16,96H MW. or 
6.303.011 MBtus per day. with an additional 92.000 MW planned to be available by 2030. 
Conservatively, the 11ST System electrical demand would be 0.9% of 2010 electrical production, 
and 0.4% of planned 2030 electrical production. Although electricity supplies for 2035 are 
uncertain, given the available planning period and the known demand from the project, energy 
provider s have sufficient information to include the 11ST in their demand forecasts, which will 
inform future decision regarding new infrastructure necessary to meet energy demand In 
addition, to enhance the benefits of the HST, the Authority has set a goal of procuring renewable 
electricity to provide pitwer for HST operations. Therefore, the cumulative impact of the 11ST 
alternatives and other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable projects on electrical 
infrastructure and energy demon*! during operation would not he a significant impact under 
SEP A and would he a less than significant im/ktet under CEQA ." 

The DIER/EIS confuses the reader by switching power consumption and supply units from 
MBtus per day to KWH (or MW), litis occurs throughout the statement and often within one 
sentence. The reader cannot make fair comparisons of consumption versus availability unless 
the units of the energy are consistent. 

The DEIR/EIS also fails to provide a sufficient level of detail for an appropriate level of 
significance to be determined. The DEIR/EIS indicates the amount of energy the system would 
take in the summer and the amount of power supplied by power companies in 2010. The 
DEIR/EIS then explains w hat percentage of the 2010 supply the train would take, however fails 
to address if the power supplied in 2010 met the needs of customers or was deficient. The 
DEIR/EIS provides no empirical data that would show that the appropriate level of power supply 
will be available. 

The DEIR/EIS also indicates that typical projects must apply for power to be supplied to their 
project. Through an environmental review and permit from the power companies a project can 
determine what level of power w ill be available. The DEIR/EIS does not provide this 
information. 


1033-336 
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15b. Page 3.19-19 Failure to Address Added Consumption of Groundw ater Due to 
Sprawl 

I he DEIR/EIS indicates under anticipated growth that the HSR project will induce an additional 
3% increase in population of the Central Valley. Much of the increase is due to the access of 
affordable land and labor and the exodus of high dollar coastal and urban communities into the 
Central Valley. As pointed out earlier, the 3% increase is underestimated and this figure could 
be significant higher. In relation to the cumulative impacts of this project the DEIR/EIS fails to 
analyze the impacts to water resources both surface and groundwater to meet the increase 
population growth in the Central Valley caused by the HSR project. 

For example: The DEIR/EIS estimates that the population increase to the Central Valley due to 
the HSR project is 110.650 people. According to the United State Census Bureau the average 
persons per household in California is 2.89, This means that there will be an additional 38.287 
household required in the Central Valley to accommodate the increase in population due to HSR. 
I he DEIR/EIS indicates that an average household uses 2.55 AF/year. This means that on 
average the HSR project will increase water consumption by 97.631 AF per year. Being the area 
relies heavily upon groundwater, each surface water supply is completely appropriated and the 
Central Valley continues to lose valuable water supplies to urban demands and environmental 
concerns, the DEIR/EIS should provide an analysis and mitigation measure to compensate for 
this significant impact. 


157. Page 3.19-38 Failure to Provide Alternatives 

I he DEIR/EIS provides the following statement in regards to alignments outside of 
transportation corridors and through agricultural land: 

''Potential construction-related cumulative im/htcls on land use and development would be 
similar for all alternatives. However, potential operations-related cumulative impacts would he 
greater for portions of the BS'SF that pass through agricultural lands and are not located in the 
existing rail right-of-way, Hanford West Bypass / and Hanford West Bypass 2. Corcoran 
Bypass. Allensworth Bypass, and Wasco-Shafter By/tass alignments, and the Kings Tulare 
Reginald Station alternatives " 

The DEIR/EIS identifies and properly applies the significant impacts associated with the HST 
project as it deviates from transportation corridors and magnifies the impacts associated to lands 
through and adjacent to the proposed HSR Project. The DEIR/EIS fails to recognize this impact 
by failing to provide alternatives that address these impacts. The BNSF and Hanford West 
alternatives provide similar and almost identical impacts, therefore the DEIR/EIS fails the test of 
CEQA and NKPA in providing differing alternatives that achieve the purpose of the project, yet 
provide alternatives to the impacts. 
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158. Page 3.19-39 Failure lo Fully Analyze Temporary Agricultural Impacts 

I he DEIR/EIS provides a limited and improper analysis of temporary impacts to agriculture in 
the following statement: 

"Construction of other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable projects could also result in the 
temporary' conversion of farmland for construction-related uses. The land temporarily used for 
construction of the 11ST project would be restored and returned to agricultural use after 
construction is completed. Therefore, project construction activities would not contribute to the 
cumulative impact of conversion of agricultural land. * 

The DF.IR/EIS fails to recognize the complicated relationship that farmer have with their ground 
and their finances. This project is intended to last upwards of 5 years. The loss of income from 
this acreage could significantly impact a farmer, f arming relies upon loans to accomplish their 
production. I^nd is the collateral used to secure those loans. If a landowner must temporarily 
release land to the Authority , the DEIR/EIS has provided no evidence that it will impact their 
loaning capacity. 

The Dairy industry is currently facing a catastrophic failure and losing dairies at an alarming 
rate. The fine line between profit and debt is hard to maintain as feed cost soar, regulations 
require funding and the cost of milk either drops or stay s the same. The DEIR/EIS provides no 
evidence that the land used for the temporary construction will be safe from dairy offset ground. 
Many farmers in the area utilize their ground to move manure waste, which in turn allows them 
to maintain a certain permitted herd si/e. As land is removed from availability to apply dairy 
water the herd must be reduced. A few acres of lost land can mean millions of dollars in lost 
milk production and a even larger loss to the agricultural community. 

The DEIR/EIS fails in is goal to analyze the cumulative impacts of the project. As the impact to 
land occurs, the profitability and loaning capacity of farmers is reduced. 


1033-342 


for another public review process. I highly recommend a 180-day public review process to 
ensure the public is allocated the appropriate time needed to properly asses the impacts and 
mitigation measures associated with the HSR Project. 

Please feel free to contact me if you have any questions or comments. 


Sincerely. 

//I /. 

Aaron Fukuda 


Conclusion 


1033-341 


1033-342 


CEQA and NEPA were developed to be the seminal laws to protect the environment and the 
social fabric of society. In order to accomplish these lofty goal, specific and details laws and 
guidelines were developed to require the development of the DEIR/EIS. U nfortunately the 
DEIR/EIS created for the HSR Project fails to olYcr a detailed Project Description, fails to 
properly identify the baseline conditions, fails to clearly identify all of the potential impacts, fails 
to identify legitimate mitigation measures and clearly lack the analy sis and date required to make 
clear determinations of significance and a determination of the least impactive alternative. 

In order to meet the laws that govern the CEQA and NEPA process the Authority is required to 
address the identified questions and comments prov ided in this letter by modifying the 
DEIR'EIS. Once modifications have been made the Authority must ensure that the DEIR/EIS 
meets the rigorous requirements of CEQA and NEPA which includes re-rcleasing the DEIR/EIS 
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1033-1 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-LU-02, FB-Response-GENERAL-16. 

1033-2 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-07. 

The comments provided in this submission have been responded to in this volume of the 
Final EIR/EIS. 

The procedural and technical requirements for NEPA and CEQA were followed during 
the environmental review of the Fresno to Bakersfield HST Section. 

The Authority used the information in the Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS and input 
from agencies and the public to identify the Preferred Alternative. The decision included 
consideration of the project purpose and need and the project objectives presented in 
Chapter 1, Project Purpose and Need, as well as the objectives and criteria in the 
alternatives analysis, and the comparative potential for environmental impacts. The 
Preferred Alternative balances the least overall impact on the environment and local 
communities, cost, and constructability constraints of the project alternatives evaluated. 
For more detail please refer to Chapter 7, Preferred Alternative, in this Final EIR/EIS. 

1033-3 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-07. 

1033-4 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-01, FB-Response-GENERAL-22. 

1033-5 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-BIO-02, FB-Response-GENERAL-01. 

1033-6 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-02, FB-Response-N&V-05, FB- 
Response-GENERAL-1 0, FB-Response-GENERAL-01. 


1033-6 

The purpose of an EIR is to analyze and document the environmental impacts of a 
project. The fact that a project alternative will result in environmental impacts is not a 
violation of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). 

The procedural requirements for the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and 
CEQA were followed during the environmental review of the Fresno to Bakersfield 
Section of the HST System. As discussed in Section 2.3.1, HST Project-Level 
Alternatives Development Process, of the Final EIR/EIS, the Authority implemented an 
alternatives analysis process to identify the full range of reasonable alternatives for the 
project, as required under Title 14 California Code of Regulations (CCR) Section 
15126.6 and Title 40 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) Section 1502.15(a). This range 
of alternatives was analyzed in the EIR/EIS. 

1033-7 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-08. 

The Authority and FRA consulted with cooperating agencies under NEPA and with 
trustee and responsible agencies under CEQA regarding the specific resource areas 
associated with these agencies. Interested local, state, and federal agencies were also 
consulted throughout the process. A full listing of the meetings can be found in Chapter 
7. 

1033-8 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-16. 

1033-9 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-01, FB-Response-GENERAL-21. 

1033-10 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-02, FB-Response-GENERAL-10. 

The purpose of an EIR is to analyze and document the environmental impacts of a 
project. The fact that a project alternative will result in environmental impacts is not a 
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1033-10 

violation of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). 

The procedural requirements for the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and 
CEQA were followed during the environmental review of the Fresno to Bakersfield 
Section of the HST System. As discussed in Section 2.3.1, HST Project-Level 
Alternatives Development Process, of the Final EIR/EIS, the Authority implemented an 
alternatives analysis process to identify the full range of reasonable alternatives for the 
project, as required under Title 14 California Code of Regulations (CCR) Section 
15126.6 and Title 40 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) Section 1502.15(a). This range 
of alternatives was analyzed in the EIR/EIS. 

A reasonable range of alternatives adequate to provide meaningful decision making is 
identified in the EIR/EIS. As described in the EIR/EIS, two to three alternative 
alignments were identified in each of the Hanford, Corcoran, Allensworth, Wasco- 
Shafter, and Bakersfield areas, which represent roughly 75% of the corridor between 
Fresno and Bakersfield. As shown in the table below, there are 7 important 
environmental factors including impacts to waters of the U.S., Important Farmland, and 
residential housing that clearly differentiate among these alternatives. In addition, 
impacts to properties protected under Section 4(f) of the Department of Transportation 
Act differentiate among alternatives in the Hanford, Allensworth, and Bakersfield areas. 
Division of a local community provides differentiation among alternatives in the Hanford 
and Corcoran areas. Impacts to environmental justice communities differentiates 
alternatives in the Wasco-Shafter area. Finally, impacts to key community facilities 
provides another measure that differentiates among alternatives in the Bakersfield area. 


1033-10 


Parameter 

Alternatives 

Hanford Area 

Corcoran Area 

Allensnorth Area 

Wasco 

A 

-Shafter 

Bakersfield Area 

BNSF 

Hanford 

West 

Bypass 

BNSF 

Corcoran 

Elevated 

C cr 

BNSF 

.Allensworth 

BNSF 

Wasco- 

Shafter 

Bypass 

BNSF 

Bakersfield 

South 

Bakersfield 

Hybrid 

Permanent Impacts 
to Wetlands (acres) 

0 

1.37 

9.81 

9.81 

3.30 

92.99 

25.23 

0 

0 

0.76 

0.56 

0.56 

Permanent Impacts 
to Waters of the 

U.S. (acres) 

48.87 

48.30 

42.38 

44.86 

37.09 

144.34 

152.02 

27.60 

17.12 

43.45 

33.56 

33.69 

Important Farmland 
Converted to Non- 
agricultural Uses 
(acres) 

1057 

809 

260 

106 

177 

467 

386 

676 

667 

0 

0 

0 

Williams on Act 

Land Converted to 
Non-agricultural 

Uses (acres) 

600 

411 

249 

93 

92 

298 

276 

229 

247 

0 

0 

0 

Number of 

Receptors Severely 
Impacted by Noise 
After Mitigation 

178 

287 

79 

27 

111 

14 

0 

504 

63 

10 

61 

61 

Commercial and 
Industrial Business 
Displacements 

3 

7 

16 

1 

0 

0 

0 

23 

4 

302 

135 

280 

Housing Unit 
Displacements 

62 

50 

52 

3 

31 

9 

0 

23 

18 

265 

272 

186 


1033-11 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-02. 

The project EIR/EIS for the Fresno to Bakersfield Section is tiered from the Statewide 
Program EIR/EIS for the California HST System (Authority and FRA 2005). The 
Statewide Program EIR/EIS considered alternatives on Interstate 5 (1-5), State Route 
(SR) 99, and the BNSF Railway (BNSF) corridor. The Record of Decision for the 
Statewide Program EIR/EIS selected the BNSF corridor as the Preferred Alternative for 
the Fresno to Bakersfield Section. The 1-5 and SR 99 corridors were again considered 
during the environmental review for the Fresno to Bakersfield Section, but were 
eliminated from further consideration, as described in Standard Response FB- 
Response-GENERAL-02. 

Because the Authority conducted analysis of alternative alignments that follow SR 
99/the Union Pacific Railroad (UPRR) and the 1-5 corridor and determined that these 
alternatives were not practicable, they were not carried forward in the EIR/EIS. Kings 
County has not provided any new information that would change these conclusions. 
Neither the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) nor the National Environmental 
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1033-11 

Policy Act (NEPA) requires an environmental document to analyze alternatives that are 
not practicable to implement. 

The project EIR/EIS for the Fresno to Bakersfield Section appropriately evaluates 
alternative alignments within the BNSF corridor. 

A reasonable range of alternatives adequate to provide meaningful decision making is 
identified in the EIR/EIS. As described in the EIR/EIS, two to three alternative 
alignments were identified in each of the Planford, Corcoran, Allensworth, Wasco- 
Shafter, and Bakersfield areas, which represent roughly 75% of the corridor between 
Fresno and Bakersfield. As shown in the table below, there are 7 important 
environmental factors including impacts to waters of the U.S., Important Farmland, and 
residential housing that clearly differentiate among these alternatives. In addition, 
impacts to properties protected under Section 4(f) of the Department of Transportation 
Act differentiate among alternatives in the Planford, Allensworth, and Bakersfield areas. 
Division of a local community provides differentiation among alternatives in the Hanford 
and Corcoran areas. Impacts to environmental justice communities differentiates 
alternatives in the Wasco-Shafter area. Finally, impacts to key community facilities 
provides another measure that differentiates among alternatives in the Bakersfield area. 
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Parameter 

Alternatives 

Hanford Area 

Corcoran Area 

Allensnorth Area 

Wasco 

A 

-Shafter 

Bakersfield Area 

BNSF 

Hanford 

West 

Bypass 

BNSF 

Corcoran 

Elevated 

C cr 

BNSF 

.Allensworth 

BNSF 

Wasco- 

Shafter 

Bypass 

BNSF 

Bakersfield 

South 

Bakersfield 

Hybrid 

Permanent Impacts 
to Wetlands (acres) 

0 

1.37 

9.81 

9.81 

3.30 

92.99 

25.23 

0 

0 

0.76 

0.56 

0.56 

Permanent Impacts 
to Waters of the 

U.S. (acres) 

48.87 

48.30 

42.38 

44.86 

37.09 

144.34 

152.02 

27.60 

17.12 

43.45 

33.56 

33.69 

Important Farmland 
Converted to Non- 
agricultural Uses 
(acres) 

1057 

809 

260 

106 

177 

467 

386 

676 

667 

0 

0 

0 

Williams on Act 

Land Converted to 
Non-agricultural 

Uses (acres) 

600 

411 

249 

93 

92 

298 

276 

229 

247 

0 

0 

0 

Number of 

Receptors Severely 
Impacted by Noise 
After Mitigation 

178 

287 

79 

27 

111 

14 

0 

504 

63 

10 

61 

61 

Commercial and 
Industrial Business 
Displacements 

3 

7 

16 

1 

0 

0 

0 

23 

4 

302 

135 

280 

Housing Unit 
Displacements 

62 

50 

52 

3 

31 

9 

0 

23 

18 

265 

272 

186 


1033-12 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-08. 

The Authority and FRA consulted with cooperating agencies under NEPA and with 
trustee and responsible agencies under CEQA regarding the specific resource areas 
associated with these agencies. Interested local, state, and federal agencies were also 
consulted throughout the process. A full listing of the meetings can be found in Chapter 
7. 

1033-13 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-07. 

Environmental documents are written to a specific and legally required standard. Fact 
sheets, brochures, and summaries were provided to ensure widespread understanding 
of the environmental documents and to increase the ease of finding pertinent 
information. Also, public workshops were designed to answer questions and solicit 
feedback on the documents and to assist the public with finding pertinent information. 
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1033-14 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-07. 

Environmental documents are written to a specific and legally required standard. Fact 
sheets, brochures, and summaries were provided to ensure widespread understanding 
of the environmental documents and to increase the ease of finding pertinent 
information. Also, public workshops were designed to answer questions and solicit 
feedback on the documents and to assist the public with finding pertinent information. 

1033-15 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-07. 

1033-16 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-21, FB-Response-GENERAL-27. 

The Authority and FRA have followed the procedural and substantive requirements of 
the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and the California Environmental Quality 
Act (CEQA). No factual information has been provided in this comment to indicate that 
the procedures and requirements of NEPA and CEQA were not followed in the 
environmental review process for the Fresno to Bakersfield Section of the HST System. 

An EIR project description is intended to be general, not detailed (CEQA Guidelines § 

15124[c]). Final design or even advanced design of infrastructure is not required in the 
project description (Dry Creek Citizens Coalition v. County of Tulare [1999] 70 
Cal.App.4th 20, 36). Abundant substantial evidence in the record demonstrates that the 
project description in the EIR/EIS is more than adequate. The term "15% design" is an 
engineering term of art that refers to the level of engineering prepared on HST project 
elements for the EIR/EIS. The 15% design generates detailed information, like the 
horizontal and vertical location of track, cross sections of the infrastructure with 
measurements, precise station footprints with site configuration, and temporary 
construction staging sites and facilities. The 15% design also yields a "project footprint" 
overlaid on parcel maps; the project footprint shows the outside envelope of all 
disturbance, including both permanent infrastructure and temporary construction activity. 
This 15% design translated into a project description in the EIR/EIS with 100% of the 


1033-16 

information that is required under CEQA Guidelines Section 15124 (see Dry Creek, 
above, 70 Cal.App.4th at pp. 27-36 [upholding EIR conceptual project description as 
adequate when based on preliminary design]). 

1033-17 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-22, FB-Response-GENERAL-21, 
FB-Response-GENERAL-01. 

Biological impacts are addressed in Section 3.7 of the EIR/EIS, facility impacts are 
addressed throughout Chapter 3.0, groundwater impacts are addressed in Section 3.8, 
utility impacts are addressed in Section 3.6, and socioeconomic impacts are addressed 
in Section 3.12. 

1033-18 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-BIO-03, FB-Response-HWR-03, FB- 
Response-PU&E-03, FB-Response-TR-02. 

With respect to geological information, the Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS provides 
existing regional data from which the potential geologic hazards are identified and 
discussed in relation to the project. Site-specific design features, such as the specific 
depth of foundations at a given location, will be determined after site-specific 
geotechnical investigations are conducted. The Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS is 
based on the level of engineering and planning necessary to identify potential 
environmental impacts and to identify the range of appropriate mitigation measures. 

All roads that cross the alignment were evaluated for average daily traffic, and roads 
that serve high volumes of traffic or are otherwise important routes were considered for 
overcrossings. Roads with volumes under 500 vehicles per day were considered for 
closure because the vehicles could use other crossings on alternative detour routes that 
would add 1 mile or less in out-of-direction travel or less to a trip. While this change 
would be an inconvenience, continuous access would be provided and the 
environmental impacts would be less-than-significant under CEQA and of negligible 
intensity under NEPA. 
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1033-18 

With respect to potential Impacts on flooding and floodplains, these are discussed in 
Chapter 3.8, Hydrology and Water Resources, of the Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS. 

1033-19 

The Authority and FRA have prepared materials in support of Checkpoint A and 
Checkpoint B and have received concurrences and agreement with those Checkpoints 
from the EPA and the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE). The Authority and FRA 
have also prepared materials in support of Checkpoint C. These materials include a 
Summary Report, Conceptual Mitigation Plan, and Watershed Evaluation Report, 
utilizing information provided in the Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS, associated 
technical reports, and Final EIR/EIS to provide the required information for the USACE 
to make a preliminary Least Environmentally Damaging Practicable Alternative (LEDPA) 
determination. 

The cited references in the comment are in respect to and are required as part of the 
Section 408 requirements when a project requires USACE headquarters approval. 
Because the HST is expected to have “low impact, or minor modification” on federal 
flood control projects, the level of documentation has been coordinated with the USACE 
District and local sponsor. A 60% design or greater is not anticipated or required to date 
by these agencies. The Authority and FRA continue to consult with local sponsors and 
will provide the appropriate level of detail and design required to meet the local sponsor 
and USACE requirements to satisfy Section 408 requirements. 

1033-20 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-01. 

The EIR/EIS provides a sufficient level of detail regarding the impacts of the proposed 
project to allow the Authority and other decision makers to make an informed decision 
on whether or not to approve the project. 


1033-21 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-21, FB-Response-GENERAL-01. 
1033-22 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-PU&E-OI, FB-Response-GENERAL-21. 

Please see Appendix 3.1-A, Parcels Within the HST Footprint, for a clear depiction of 
project boundaries that apply to the project. This project footprint depicts the maximum 
extent of potential physical disturbance that would be either temporarily or permanently 
affected by the project. Project engineering design drawings include plan and profile 
views of project facilities and are provided in Volume III of the EIR/EIS, Alignments and 
Other Plans. 

1033-23 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-PU&E-OI, FB-Response-GENERAL-21. 

Please see Appendix 3.1-A, Parcels within the HST Footprint, of the Final EIR/EIS for a 
clear depiction of the boundaries that apply to the project. The project footprint depicts 
the maximum extent of potential physical disturbance that would be either temporarily or 
permanently affected by the project. Appendix 3.1-A includes the project features, 
including but not limited to roadway modifications, over- and underpass structures, the 
overhead contact system and electrical power distribution system and facilties, 
communication towers, and access points to the alignment. Project engineering design 
drawings include plan and profile views of project facilities and are provided in 
Volume 3, Alignments and Other Plans, of the Final EIR/EIS. 

The Authority and FRA have followed the procedural and substantive requirements of 
the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and the California Environmental Quality 
Act (CEQA). No factual information has been provided in this comment to indicate that 
the procedures and requirements of NEPA and CEQA were not followed in the 
environmental review process for the Fresno to Bakersfield Section of the HST System. 

An EIR project description is intended to be general, not detailed (CEQA Guidelines § 
15124[c]). Final design—or even advanced design—of infrastructure is not required in 
the project description (Dry Creek Citizens Coalition v. County of Tulare [1999] 70 
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Cal.App.4th 20, 36). Abundant substantial evidence in the record demonstrates that the 
project description in the EIR/EIS is more than adequate. The term "15% design" is an 
engineering term of art that refers to the level of engineering prepared on HST project 
elements for the EIR/EIS. The 15% design generates detailed information, like the 
horizontal and vertical location of track, cross sections of the infrastructure with 
measurements, precise station footprints with site configuration, and temporary 
construction staging sites and facilities. The 15% design also yields a "project footprint" 
overlaid on parcel maps; the project footprint shows the outside envelope of all 
disturbance, including both permanent infrastructure and temporary construction activity. 
This 15% design translated into a project description in the EIR/EIS with 100% of the 
information that is required under CEQA Guidelines Section 15124 (see Dry Creek, 
above, 70 Cal.App.4th at pp. 27-36 [upholding EIR conceptual project description as 
adequate when based on preliminary design]). 

1033-24 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-AG-02, FB-Response-AG-03. 

Chapter 2.0 includes the description of the project and its alternatives, and not a 
discussion of environmental impacts. 

1033-25 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-12. 

Chapter 2, Alternatives, of the Final EIR/EIS for the Fresno to Bakersfield 

Section provides a description of the project and its alternatives, but is not a discussion 

of environmental impacts. 

The decision whether to continue Amtrak service on the San Joaquin line (using the 
existing BNSF Railway infrastructure) is outside the purview of the Authority. The HST 
project includes no plans to discontinue Amtrak service to the Hanford station or any 
other station or platform along the Fresno to Bakersfield Section. Refer to Standard 
Response FB-Response-GENERAL-12 for more detail. 


1033-26 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-13, FB-Response-GENERAL-12, 
FB-Response-GENERAL-17. 

The project purpose, need, and objectives are discussed in Chapter 1, Project Purpose, 
Need, and Objectives, of the Final EIR/EIS. This chapter outlines the objectives for the 
HST System and the Fresno to Bakersfield Section. Chapter 2, Alternatives, further 
characterizes the critical role of the Fresno to Bakersfield Section as the link connecting 
the Bay Area to Los Angeles and Southern California during Phase 1 of the 
implementation of the HST System. 

As discussed in the Revised 2012 Business Plan (Authority 2012a), the California High- 
Speed Rail (HSR) Program will depend on a mix of public and private investment, the 
latter becoming available after the fundamental economics of the program are 
demonstrated. 

A phased approach to system development is the prudent course to build a foundation 
that allows for greater efficiency in the use of private investment once the initial 
segments of the system are in place. 

This approach also recognizes current budgetary and funding realities. Among other 
things, the phased approach will help ensure the system’s success by introducing 
Californians to HSR service and building ridership over time. At the same time, 
improvements can be made to regional systems that connect with HSR, resulting in the 
conventional and high-speed systems complementing each other. 

The goals of Proposition 1A were used to develop the phasing strategy for the statewide 
HSR System and were guided by the following key principles: 

• Divide the statewide high-speed rail program into a series of smaller, discrete projects 
that can stand alone, will provide viable revenue service, can be matched to available 
funding, and can be delivered through appropriate business models. 

• Advance sections as soon as feasible to realize early benefits, especially employment, 
and to minimize the impact of inflation. 

• Leverage existing rail systems and infrastructure, including connecting rail and bus 
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services. 

• Forge a long-term partnership with the federal government for program delivery. 

• Develop partnerships with other transportation operators to identify efficiencies through 
leveraging state, regional, local, and capital program investments and maximizing 
connectivity between systems. 

• Seek earliest-feasible and best-value private-sector participation and financing with 
appropriate risk transfer and cost containment. 

• Mitigate against the risk of funding delays by providing decision points for state policy¬ 
makers to determine how and when the next steps should proceed while leaving a fully 
operational system and generating economic benefits at each step. 

The Authority applied these principles, taking into account key factors such as cost, 
funding scenarios, and ridership and revenue projections, to develop an implementation 
strategy with the following key steps: 

Step 1—Early Investments, Statewide Benefits. The first construction of dedicated 
high-speed infrastructure for the initial operating section (IOS) begins in the Central 
Valley. As with all of the steps, this initial section is being developed to deliver early 
benefits by leveraging other systems—enabling them to operate on the new high-speed 
tracks, which can be done without impacts on design or the integrity of the new 
infrastructure. Improved passenger rail service would begin on completion of the first 
IOS segment by connecting the San Joaquins, ACE, Sacramento Regional Transit, and 
the Capitol Corridor (and potentially Caltrain). Through a new, strategic approach, there 
is also the opportunity for new or improved travel between Bakersfield and Sacramento, 
Oakland, San Jose, and San Francisco. This expanded Northern California Unified 
Service could begin operation as early as 2018, with the potential to provide 
transportation and economic benefits well before fully operational high-speed rail service 
is initiated. 

As part of this first step, complementary investments and improvements will be made to 
both accelerate benefits and distribute them more widely across the state. These 
investments will be made using the $950 million in Proposition 1A connectivity funding, 
available Proposition 1A high-speed rail funds, future federal funds, and other sources, 
and will include the following: 

• Investment in the bookends: In Northern California, the long-awaited electrification of 
the Caltrain corridor will begin under a collaborative program between Bay Area 
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agencies and the Authority. Also, consistent with the Southern California Memorandum 
of Understanding (MOU), investments will be made in key rail corridors in the southern 
part of the state, such as upgrading the Metrolink corridor from Los Angeles to 
Palmdale. 

• The Northern California Unified Service described above will be initiated. 

• As the next step in the IOS, work to close the rail gap between Bakersfield and 
Palmdale through the Tehachapi Mountains will begin. Environmental clearance is 
possible in early 2014, and plans are being developed to move quickly to implement 
the improvements to close this critical gap and create the first statewide rail link 
between the Bay Area and the Los Angeles Basin. 

Step 2—Initial High-Speed Rail Operations. Introduction of the state’s (and the 
nation’s) first fully operational high-speed rail service will begin. This service can be 
operated by a private entity without subsidy, will have the potential to attract private 
investment to expand the system from Bay to Basin, and can be completed within a 
decade. The service will be blended with regional/local systems. The IOS will 
be achieved through expansion of the first construction segment into an electrified 
operating high-speed rail line from Merced to Palmdale and the San Fernando Valley, 
accessing the populous Los Angeles Basin. Following on the work discussed above, the 
next priority in implementing the IOS will be closing the rail gap between Northern and 
Southern California by crossing the Tehachapi Mountains with new, dedicated high¬ 
speed rail infrastructure. Before completion of the IOS to the San Fernando Valley, this 
link will tie the north to the south at Palmdale, where Metrolink commuter rail service can 
then provide service and connections throughout Southern California. 

Currently, the IOS is defined as extending from Merced to the San Fernando Valley, and 
high-speed revenue service would only start once the full IOS is built and operable. 
Should ridership and revenue forecasts and financial projections demonstrate that 
revenue service compliant with Proposition 1A could begin earlier, with a shorter IOS, 
appropriate reviews would occur to consider and implement earlier service, if 
appropriate. 

Step 3—The Bay to Basin System. The dedicated high-speed rail infrastructure of the 
IOS will be expanded north and west to San Jose, providing HSR service between the 
state’s major population centers in the north and south and providing the platform for the 
transition to statewide blended operations. At this stage, passengers will be able to take 
a one-seat ride between greater Los Angeles (San Fernando Station) and the San 
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Francisco Transbay Transit Center using blended infrastructure in the north between 
San Francisco and San Jose (assuming electrification of the Caltrain corridor by 2020, 
as proposed by Caltrain), using dedicated high-speed rail infrastructure between San 
Jose and the San Fernando Station, and, in the south, connecting via Metrolink between 
the San Fernando Valley Station and the Los Angeles Union Station and on to other 
points throughout Southern California. 

Step 4—The Phase 1 System. For the blended approach, the dedicated high-speed rail 
infrastructure of the Bay-to-Basin system will be extended from the San Fernando Valley 
to Los Angeles Union Station, linking to a significantly upgraded passenger rail corridor 
developed to maximize service between Los Angeles and Anaheim while also 
addressing community concerns about new infrastructure impacts in a congested urban 
corridor that includes a number of established communities that abut the existing right- 
of-way. Under a Full Build scenario, dedicated high-speed rail infrastructure would be 
extended from San Jose to San Francisco’s Transbay Transit Center and from Los 
Angeles to Anaheim. 

Step 5—The Phase 2 System. Phase 2 will extend the high-speed rail system to 
Sacramento and San Diego, representing completion of the 800-mile statewide system. 
Travelers will be able to travel between all of the state’s major population centers on 
high-speed rail. Phase 2 areas will see improvements in rail service well in advance of 
the expansion of the high-speed rail system through the combination of early 
investments and blended operations, as described in this Revised Plan. 
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Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-13, FB-Response-GENERAL-12, 
FB-Response-GENERAL-17. 

The project purpose, need, and objectives are discussed in Chapter 1, Project Purpose, 
Need, and Objectives, of the Final EIR/EIS. This section outlines the objectives for the 
HST System and the Fresno to Bakersfield Section. Chapter 2, Alternatives, of the Final 
EIR/EIS further characterizes the critical role of the Fresno to Bakersfield Section as the 
link connecting the Bay Area to Los Angeles and Southern California during Phase 1 of 
the implementation of the HST System. 

As discussed in the Revised 2012 Business Plan (Authority 2012a), the California High- 
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Speed Rail (HSR) Program will depend on a mix of public and private investment, the 
latter becoming available after the fundamental economics of the program are 
demonstrated. 

A phased approach to system development is the prudent course to build a foundation 
that allows for greater efficiency in the use of private investment once the initial 
segments of the system are in place. 

This approach also recognizes current budgetary and funding realities. Among other 
things, the phased approach will help ensure the system’s success by introducing 
Californians to HSR service and building ridership over time. At the same time, 
improvements can be made to regional systems that connect with the HSR System, 
resulting in the conventional and high-speed systems complementing each other. 

The goals of Proposition 1A were used to develop the phasing strategy for the statewide 
HSR System and were guided by the following key principles: 

• Divide the statewide high-speed rail program into a series of smaller, discrete projects 
that can stand alone, will provide viable revenue service, can be matched to available 
funding, and can be delivered through appropriate business models. 

• Advance sections as soon as feasible to realize early benefits, especially employment, 
and to minimize the impact of inflation. 

• Leverage existing rail systems and infrastructure, including connecting rail and bus 
services. 

• Forge a long-term partnership with the federal government for program delivery. 

• Develop partnerships with other transportation operators to identify efficiencies through 
leveraging state, regional, local, and capital program investments and maximizing 
connectivity between systems. 

• Seek earliest-feasible and best-value private-sector participation and financing with 
appropriate risk transfer and cost containment. 

• Mitigate against the risk of funding delays by providing decision points for state policy¬ 
makers to determine how and when the next steps should proceed while leaving a fully 
operational system and generating economic benefits at each step. 
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The Authority applied these principles, taking into account key factors such as cost, 
funding scenarios, and ridership and revenue projections, to develop an implementation 
strategy with the following key steps: 

Step 1—Early Investments, Statewide Benefits. The first construction of dedicated 
high-speed infrastructure for the initial operating section (IOS) begins in the Central 
Valley. As with all of the steps, this initial section is being developed to deliver early 
benefits by leveraging other systems—enabling them to operate on the new high-speed 
tracks, which can be done without impacts on design or the integrity of the new 
infrastructure. Improved passenger rail service would begin on completion of the first 
IOS segment by connecting the San Joaquins, ACE, Sacramento Regional Transit, and 
the Capitol Corridor (and potentially Caltrain). Through a new, strategic approach, there 
is also the opportunity for new or improved travel between Bakersfield and Sacramento, 
Oakland, San Jose, and San Francisco. This expanded Northern California Unified 
Service could begin operation as early as 2018, with the potential to provide 
transportation and economic benefits well before fully operational high-speed rail service 
is initiated. 

As part of this first step, complementary investments and improvements will be made to 
both accelerate benefits and distribute them more widely across the state. These 
investments will be made using the $950 million in Proposition 1A connectivity funding, 
available Proposition 1A high-speed rail funds, future federal funds, and other sources, 
and will include the following: 

• Investment in the bookends: In Northern California, the long-awaited electrification of 
the Caltrain corridor will begin under a collaborative program between Bay Area 
agencies and the Authority. Also, consistent with the Southern California Memorandum 
of Understanding (MOU), investments will be made in key rail corridors in the southern 
part of the state, such as upgrading the Metrolink corridor from Los Angeles to 
Palmdale. 

• The Northern California Unified Service described above will be initiated. 

• As the next step in the IOS, work to close the rail gap between Bakersfield and 
Palmdale through the Tehachapi Mountains will begin. Environmental clearance is 
possible in early 2014, and plans are being developed to move quickly to implement 
the improvements to close this critical gap and create the first statewide rail link 
between the Bay Area and the Los Angeles Basin. 
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Step 2—Initial High-Speed Rail Operations. Introduction of the state’s (and the 
nation’s) first fully operational high-speed rail service will begin. This service can be 
operated by a private entity without subsidy, will have the potential to attract private 
investment to expand the system from Bay to Basin, and can be completed within a 
decade. The service will be blended with regional/local systems. The IOS will 
be achieved through expansion of the first construction segment into an electrified 
operating high-speed rail line from Merced to Palmdale and the San Fernando Valley, 
accessing the populous Los Angeles Basin. Following on the work discussed above, the 
next priority in implementing the IOS will be closing the rail gap between Northern and 
Southern California by crossing the Tehachapi Mountains with new, dedicated high¬ 
speed rail infrastructure. Before completion of the IOS to the San Fernando Valley, this 
link will tie the north to the south at Palmdale, where Metrolink commuter rail service can 
then provide service and connections throughout Southern California. 

Currently, the IOS is defined as extending from Merced to the San Fernando Valley, and 
high-speed revenue service would only start once the full IOS is built and operable. 
Should ridership and revenue forecasts and financial projections demonstrate that 
revenue service compliant with Proposition 1A could begin earlier, with a shorter IOS, 
appropriate reviews would occur to consider and implement earlier service, if 
appropriate. 

Step 3—The Bay to Basin System. The dedicated high-speed rail infrastructure of the 
IOS will be expanded north and west to San Jose, providing HSR service between the 
state’s major population centers in the north and south and providing the platform for the 
transition to statewide blended operations. At this stage, passengers will be able to take 
a one-seat ride between greater Los Angeles (San Fernando Station) and the San 
Francisco Transbay Transit Center using blended infrastructure in the north between 
San Francisco and San Jose (assuming electrification of the Caltrain corridor by 2020, 
as proposed by Caltrain), using dedicated high-speed rail infrastructure between San 
Jose and the San Fernando Station, and, in the south, connecting via Metrolink between 
the San Fernando Valley Station and the Los Angeles Union Station and on to other 
points throughout Southern California. 

Step 4—The Phase 1 System. For the blended approach, the dedicated high-speed rail 
infrastructure of the Bay to Basin System will be extended from the San Fernando Valley 
to Los Angeles Union Station, linking to a significantly upgraded passenger rail corridor 
developed to maximize service between Los Angeles and Anaheim while also 
addressing community concerns about new infrastructure impacts in a congested urban 
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corridor that includes a number of established communities that abut the existing right- 
of-way. Under a Full Build scenario, dedicated high-speed rail infrastructure would be 
extended from San Jose to San Francisco’s Transbay Transit Center and from Los 
Angeles to Anaheim. 


Step 5—The Phase 2 System. Phase 2 will extend the high-speed rail system to 
Sacramento and San Diego, representing completion of the 800-mile statewide system. 
Travelers will be able to travel between all of the state’s major population centers on 
high-speed rail. Phase 2 areas will see improvements in rail service well in advance of 
the expansion of the high-speed rail system through the combination of early 
investments and blended operations, as described in this Revised Plan. 
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Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-02, FB-Response-GENERAL-10, 
FB-Response-GENERAL-12. 

In the case of Hanford, it was not feasible to follow the BNSF Railway (BNSF) corridor 
through the city. The BNSF corridor in the Hanford area has several curves that are too 
severe for an HST alignment and constructing the HST project through Hanford would 
have resulted in a substantial impact on residential and commercial properties in the 
city. For these reasons, the Preferred Alternative for the Fresno to Bakersfield Section 
identified in the Statewide Program EIR/EIS for the California High-Speed Rail System 
(Authority and FRA 2005) was selected to bypass Hanford. 

1033-29 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-13. 

1033-30 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-13, FB-Response-GENERAL-12, 
FB-Response-GENERAL-17. 

The project purpose, need, and objectives are discussed in Chapter 1, Project Purpose, 
Need, and Objectives, of the Final EIR/EIS. This section outlines the objectives for the 
HST System and the Fresno to Bakersfield Section. Chapter 2, Alternatives, of the Final 
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EIR/EIS further characterizes the critical role of the Fresno to Bakersfield Section as the 
link connecting the Bay Area to Los Angeles and Southern California during Phase 1 of 
the implementation of the HST System. 

As discussed in the Revised 2012 Business Plan (Authority 2012a), the California High- 
Speed Rail (HSR) Program will depend on a mix of public and private investment, the 
latter becoming available after the fundamental economics of the program are 
demonstrated. 

A phased approach to system development is the prudent course to build a foundation 
that allows for greater efficiency in the use of private investment once the initial 
segments of the system are in place. 

This approach also recognizes current budgetary and funding realities. Among other 
things, the phased approach will help ensure the system’s success by introducing 
Californians to HSR service and building ridership over time. At the same time, 
improvements can be made to regional systems that connect with the HSR System, 
resulting in the conventional and high-speed systems complementing each other. 

The goals of Proposition 1A were used to develop the phasing strategy for the statewide 
HSR System and were guided by the following key principles: 

• Divide the statewide high-speed rail program into a series of smaller, discrete projects 
that can stand alone, will provide viable revenue service, can be matched to available 
funding, and can be delivered through appropriate business models. 

• Advance sections as soon as feasible to realize early benefits, especially employment, 
and to minimize the impact of inflation. 

• Leverage existing rail systems and infrastructure, including connecting rail and bus 
services. 

• Forge a long-term partnership with the federal government for program delivery. 

• Develop partnerships with other transportation operators to identify efficiencies through 
leveraging state, regional, local, and capital program investments and maximizing 
connectivity between systems. 

• Seek earliest-feasible and best-value private-sector participation and financing with 
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appropriate risk transfer and cost containment. 

• Mitigate against the risk of funding delays by providing decision points for state policy¬ 
makers to determine how and when the next steps should proceed while leaving a fully 
operational system and generating economic benefits at each step. 

The Authority applied these principles, taking into account key factors such as cost, 
funding scenarios, and ridership and revenue projections, to develop an implementation 
strategy with the following key steps: 

Step 1—Early Investments, Statewide Benefits. The first construction of dedicated 
high-speed infrastructure for the initial operating section (IOS) begins in the Central 
Valley. As with all of the steps, this initial section is being developed to deliver early 
benefits by leveraging other systems—enabling them to operate on the new high-speed 
tracks, which can be done without impacts on design or the integrity of the new 
infrastructure. Improved passenger rail service would begin on completion of the first 
IOS segment by connecting the San Joaquins, ACE, Sacramento Regional Transit, and 
the Capitol Corridor (and potentially Caltrain). Through a new, strategic approach, there 
is also the opportunity for new or improved travel between Bakersfield and Sacramento, 
Oakland, San Jose, and San Francisco. This expanded Northern California Unified 
Service could begin operation as early as 2018, with the potential to provide 
transportation and economic benefits well before fully operational high-speed rail service 
is initiated. 

As part of this first step, complementary investments and improvements will be made to 
both accelerate benefits and distribute them more widely across the state. These 
investments will be made using the $950 million in Proposition 1A connectivity funding, 
available Proposition 1A high-speed rail funds, future federal funds, and other sources, 
and will include the following: 

• Investment in the bookends: In Northern California, the long-awaited electrification of 
the Caltrain corridor will begin under a collaborative program between Bay Area 
agencies and the Authority. Also, consistent with the Southern California Memorandum 
of Understanding (MOU), investments will be made in key rail corridors in the southern 
part of the state, such as upgrading the Metrolink corridor from Los Angeles to 
Palmdale. 

• The Northern California Unified Service described above will be initiated. 

• As the next step in the IOS, work to close the rail gap between Bakersfield and 
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Palmdale through the Tehachapi Mountains will begin. Environmental clearance is 
possible in early 2014, and plans are being developed to move quickly to implement 
the improvements to close this critical gap and create the first statewide rail link 
between the Bay Area and the Los Angeles Basin. 

Step 2—Initial High-Speed Rail Operations. Introduction of the state’s (and the 
nation’s) first fully operational high-speed rail service will begin. This service can be 
operated by a private entity without subsidy, will have the potential to attract private 
investment to expand the system from Bay to Basin, and can be completed within a 
decade. The service will be blended with regional/local systems. The IOS will 
be achieved through expansion of the first construction segment into an electrified 
operating high-speed rail line from Merced to Palmdale and the San Fernando Valley, 
accessing the populous Los Angeles Basin. Following on the work discussed above, the 
next priority in implementing the IOS will be closing the rail gap between Northern and 
Southern California by crossing the Tehachapi Mountains with new, dedicated high¬ 
speed rail infrastructure. Before completion of the IOS to the San Fernando Valley, this 
link will tie the north to the south at Palmdale, where Metrolink commuter rail service can 
then provide service and connections throughout Southern California. 

Currently, the IOS is defined as extending from Merced to the San Fernando Valley, and 
high-speed revenue service would only start once the full IOS is built and operable. 
Should ridership and revenue forecasts and financial projections demonstrate that 
revenue service compliant with Proposition 1A could begin earlier, with a shorter IOS, 
appropriate reviews would occur to consider and implement earlier service, if 
appropriate. 

Step 3—The Bay to Basin System. The dedicated high-speed rail infrastructure of the 
IOS will be expanded north and west to San Jose, providing HSR service between the 
state’s major population centers in the north and south and providing the platform for the 
transition to statewide blended operations. At this stage, passengers will be able to take 
a one-seat ride between greater Los Angeles (San Fernando Station) and the San 
Francisco Transbay Transit Center using blended infrastructure in the north between 
San Francisco and San Jose (assuming electrification of the Caltrain corridor by 2020, 
as proposed by Caltrain), using dedicated high-speed rail infrastructure between San 
Jose and the San Fernando Station, and, in the south, connecting via Metrolink between 
the San Fernando Valley Station and the Los Angeles Union Station and on to other 
points throughout Southern California. 
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Step 4—The Phase 1 System. For the blended approach, the dedicated high-speed rail 
infrastructure of the Bay to Basin System will be extended from the San Fernando Valley 
to Los Angeles Union Station, linking to a significantly upgraded passenger rail corridor 
developed to maximize service between Los Angeles and Anaheim while also 
addressing community concerns about new infrastructure impacts in a congested urban 
corridor that includes a number of established communities that abut the existing right- 
of-way. Under a Full Build scenario, dedicated high-speed rail infrastructure would be 
extended from San Jose to San Francisco’s Transbay Transit Center and from Los 
Angeles to Anaheim. 

Step 5—The Phase 2 System. Phase 2 will extend the high-speed rail system to 
Sacramento and San Diego, representing completion of the 800-mile statewide system. 
Travelers will be able to travel between all of the state’s major population centers on 
high-speed rail. Phase 2 areas will see improvements in rail service well in advance of 
the expansion of the high-speed rail system through the combination of early 
investments and blended operations, as described in this Revised Plan. 
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Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-13. 

The revised analysis discussed in FB-Response-GENERAL-13 does not identify any 
new significant and unavoidable impacts. 

1033-32 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-13. 

1033-33 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-BIO-02, FB-Response-GENERAL-01. 

1033-34 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-BIO-02, FB-Response-GENERAL-01. 

1033-35 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-BIO-02, FB-Response-GENERAL-01. 


1033-36 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-BIO-02, FB-Response-GENERAL-01. 

1033-37 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-BIO-02, FB-Response-GENERAL-01. 

1033-38 

A Mitigation Monitoring and Enforcement Plan (MMEP) will be prepared per Section 
15097 of the CEQA Guidelines that will detail who is responsible for implementing the 
mitigation, when it will be implemented, and how implementation will be documented. 
The MMEP is required to ensure that adopted project design features and mitigation 
measures are successfully implemented. The Authority is the lead agency for the 
proposed project and is responsible for implementation of the MMEP. 

1033-39 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-01, FB-Response-GENERAL-12, 
FB-Response-GENERAL-17. 

1033-40 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-BIO-02, FB-Response-GENERAL-01. 

1033-41 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-02. 

The project EIR/EIS for the Fresno to Bakersfield Section is tiered from the Statewide 
Program EIR/EIS for the California HST System (Authority and FRA 2005). The 
Statewide Program EIR/EIS considered alternatives on Interstate 5 (1-5), State Route 
(SR) 99, and the BNSF Railway (BNSF) corridor. The Record of Decision for the 
Statewide Program EIR/EIS selected the BNSF corridor as the Preferred Alternative for 
the Fresno to Bakersfield Section. The 1-5 and SR 99 corridors were again considered 
during the environmental review of the Fresno to Bakersfield Section, but were 
eliminated from further consideration, as described in Standard Response FB- 
Response-GENERAL-02. 
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Because the Authority conducted analysis of alternative alignments that follow SR 
99/the Union Pacific Railroad (UPRR) and the 1-5 corridor and determined that these 
alternatives were not practicable, they were not carried forward in the EIR/EIS. Kings 
County has not provided any new information that would change these conclusions. 
Neither the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) nor the National Environmental 
Policy Act (NEPA) requires an environmental document to analyze alternatives that are 
not practicable to implement. 

The project EIR/EIS for the Fresno to Bakersfield Section appropriately evaluates 
alternative alignments within the BNSF corridor. 

1033-42 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-02. 

The project EIR/EIS for the Fresno to Bakersfield Section is tiered from the Statewide 
Program EIR/EIS for the California HST System (Authority and FRA 2005). The 
Statewide Program EIR/EIS considered alternatives on Interstate % (1-5), State Route 
(SR) 99, and the BNSF corridor. The Record of Decision for the Statewide Program 
EIR/EIS selected the BNSF corridor as the Preferred Alternative for the Fresno to 
Bakersfield Section. The 1-5 and SR 99 corridors were again considered during the 
environmental review of the Fresno to Bakersfield Section, but were eliminated from 
further consideration, as described in Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-02. 

Because the Authority conducted analysis of alternative alignments that follow SR 
99/the Union Pacific Railroad (UPRR) and the 1-5 corridor and determined that these 
alternatives were not practicable, they were not carried forward in the EIR/EIS. Kings 
County has not provided any new information that would change these conclusions. 
Neither the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) nor the National Environmental 
Policy Act (NEPA) requires an environmental document to analyze alternatives that are 
not practicable to implement. 

The project EIR/EIS for the Fresno to Bakersfield Section appropriately evaluates 
alternative alignments within the BNSF corridor. 
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Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-01. 

The California High-Speed Rail (HSR) Program will depend on a mix of public and 
private investment, the latter becoming available after the fundamental economics of the 
program are demonstrated. Refer to the Revised 2012 Business Plan. 

A phased approach to system development is the prudent course to build a foundation 
that allows for greater efficiency in the use of private investment once the initial 
segments of the system are in place. This approach also recognizes current budgetary 
and funding realities. Among other things, the phased approach will help ensure the 
system’s success by introducing Californians to HSR service and building ridership over 
time. At the same time, improvements can be made to regional systems that connect 
with HSR, resulting in the conventional and high-speed systems complementing each 
other. 

The goals of Proposition 1A were used to develop the phasing strategy for the statewide 
HSR system and were guided by the following key principles: 

• Divide the statewide high-speed rail program into a series of smaller, discrete projects 
that can stand alone, will provide viable revenue service, can be matched to available 
funding, and can be delivered through appropriate business models. 

• Advance sections as soon as feasible to realize early benefits, especially employment, 
and to minimize inflation impact. 

• Leverage existing rail systems and infrastructure, including connecting rail and bus 
services. 

• Forge a long-term partnership with the federal government for program delivery. 

• Develop partnerships with other transportation operators to identify efficiencies through 
leveraging state, regional, local, and capital program investments and maximizing 
connectivity between systems. 

• Seek earliest feasible and best value private-sector participation and financing with 
appropriate risk transfer and cost containment. 

• Mitigate against the risk of funding delays by providing decision points for state policy 
makers to determine how and when the next steps should proceed while leaving a fully 
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operational system and generating economic benefits at each step. 

The Authority applied these principles, taking into account key factors such as cost, 
funding scenarios, and ridership and revenue projections, to develop an implementation 
strategy with the following key steps: 

Step 1—Early Investments, Statewide Benefits. The first construction of dedicated 
high-speed infrastructure for the initial operating section (IOS) begins in the Central 
Valley. As with all of the steps, this initial section is being developed to deliver early 
benefits by leveraging other systems—enabling them to operate on the new high-speed 
tracks, which can be done without impacts on design or the integrity of the new 
infrastructure. Improved passenger rail service would begin upon completion of the first 
IOS segment by connecting the San Joaquins, ACE, Sacramento Regional Transit, and 
the Capitol Corridor (and potentially Caltrain). Through a new, strategic approach, there 
is also the opportunity for new or improved travel between Bakersfield and Sacramento, 
Oakland, San Jose, and San Francisco. This expanded Northern California Unified 
Service could begin operation as early as 2018, with the potential to provide 
transportation and economic benefits well before fully operational high-speed rail service 
is initiated. 

As part of this first step, complementary investments and improvements will be made to 
both accelerate benefits and distribute them more widely across the state. These 
investments will be made using the $950 million in Proposition 1A connectivity funding, 
available Proposition 1A high-speed rail funds, future federal funds, and other sources, 
and will include the following: 

• Investment in the bookends: In Northern California, the long-awaited electrification of 
the Caltrain corridor will begin under a collaborative program between Bay Area 
agencies and the Authority. In addition, consistent with the Southern California MOU, 
investments will be made in key rail corridors in the southern part of the state, such as 
upgrading the Metrolink corridor from Los Angeles to Palmdale. 

• The Northern California Unified Service described above will be initiated. 

• As the next step in the IOS, work to close the rail gap between Bakersfield and 
Palmdale through the Tehachapi Mountains will begin. Environmental clearance is 
possible in early 2014, and plans are being developed to move quickly to implement 
the improvements to close this critical gap and create the first statewide rail link 
between the Bay Area and the Los Angeles Basin. 
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Step 2—Initial High-Speed Rail Operations. Introduction of the state’s (and the 
nation’s) first fully operational high-speed rail service will begin. This service can be 
operated by a private entity without subsidy, will have the potential to attract private 
investment to expand the system from Bay to Basin, and can be completed within a 
decade. The service will be blended with regional/local systems. The IOS is achieved 
through expansion of the first construction segment into an electrified operating high¬ 
speed rail line from Merced to Palmdale and the San Fernando Valley, accessing the 
populous Los Angeles Basin. Following on the work discussed above, the next priority in 
implementing the IOS will be closing the rail gap between Northern and Southern 
California by crossing the Tehachapi Mountains with new, dedicated high-speed rail 
infrastructure. Prior to completion of the IOS to the San Fernando Valley, this link will tie 
the north to the south at Palmdale, where Metrolink commuter rail service can then 
provide service and connections throughout Southern California. 

Currently, the IOS is defined as extending from Merced to the San Fernando Valley, and 
high-speed revenue service would only start once the full IOS is built and operable. 
Should ridership and revenue forecasts and financial projections demonstrate that 
revenue service compliant with Proposition 1A could begin earlier, with a shorter IOS, 
appropriate reviews would occur to consider and implement earlier service, if 
appropriate. 

Step 3—The Bay to Basin System. The dedicated high-speed rail infrastructure of the 
IOS will be expanded north and west to San Jose, providing HSR service between the 
state’s major population centers in the north and south and providing the platform for the 
transition to statewide blended operations. At this stage, passengers will be able to take 
a one-seat ride between greater Los Angeles (San Fernando Station) and the San 
Francisco Transbay Transit Center using blended infrastructure in the north between 
San Francisco and San Jose (assuming electrification of the Caltrain corridor by 2020 as 
proposed by Caltrain), using dedicated high-speed rail infrastructure between San Jose 
and the San Fernando Station, and, in the south, connecting via Metrolink between the 
San Fernando Valley Station and Los Angeles Union Station and on to other points 
throughout Southern California. 

Step 4—The Phase 1 System. For the blended approach, the dedicated high-speed rail 
infrastructure of the Bay-to-Basin system will be extended from the San Fernando Valley 
to Los Angeles Union Station, linking to a significantly upgraded passenger rail corridor 
developed to maximize service between Los Angeles and Anaheim while also 


^CALIFORNIA #> of Transportation 

■ _ | _ ,, A Federal Railroad 

High-Speed Karl Authority 'w Administration 







California High-Speed Train Project EIR/EIS 
Fresno to Bakersfield Section 


Vol. V Response to Comments from I ndividuals Last Name D-F 


Response to Submission 1033 (Aaron Fukuda, October 18, 2012) - Continued 


1033-43 

addressing community concerns about new infrastructure impacts in a congested urban 
corridor that includes a number of established communities that abut the existing right- 
of-way. Under a Full Build scenario, dedicated high-speed rail infrastructure would be 
extended from San Jose to San Francisco’s Transbay Transit Center and from Los 
Angeles to Anaheim. 

Step 5—The Phase 2 System. Phase 2 will extend the high-speed rail system to 
Sacramento and San Diego, representing completion of the 800-mile statewide system. 
Travelers will be able to travel among all of the state’s major population centers on high¬ 
speed rail. Phase 2 areas will see improvements in rail service well in advance of the 
expansion of the high-speed rail system through the combination of early investments 
and blended operations, as described in the Revised 2012 Business Plan. 

1033-44 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-16. 

The purpose of the Fresno to Bakersfield HST includes providing travel between major 
urban centers and connectivity to airports, mass transit systems, and the highway 
network in the south San Joaquin Valley. As discussed in Section 1 of the EIR/EIS, 
California’s population is growing rapidly and, unless new transportation solutions are 
identified, traffic will only become more congested and airport delays will continue to 
increase. 

See Volume I Section 3.12 Impact SO #5- Temporary Construction Employment, for 
information on the number of construction jobs created as a result of the project as well 
as the ability of the existing regional labor force to fill the demand for the direct 
construction jobs as well as the resulting indirect and induced jobs. Volume Chapter I 
Chapter 3.18 presents the amount of construction- and operation-related employment 
created by the project. Over the entire construction period, project expenditures would 
result in an additional 2.4% of the total projected 2016 construction jobs in the region 
(see Table 3.18-3). This small percentage increase would not be substantial enough to 
greatly attract workers to the region because the existing underemployed construction 
work force would be expected to fill these jobs. 

The San Joaquin Valley has greater unemployment and a lower per capita income than 
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the state as a whole. The Authority has adopted a Community Benefits Policy, which 
requires that design-build construction contracts will be required to adhere to the 
National Targeted Hiring Initiative, which states a minimum of 30% of all project work 
hours shall be performed by National Targeted Workers and a minimum of 10% of 
National Targeted Workers hours shall be performed by Disadvantaged Workers. This, 
along with other hiring policies, will make sure that employment and business 
opportunities created by the project are accessible to the local community. For more 
information on hiring policies, see the Authority’s website. 

Construction- and operation-related sales tax gains are examined in section 5.4.6 of the 
CIA. The impacted cities and counties will have considerable additional revenues 
attributed to the construction and operation of the HST. 

1033-45 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-SO-01, FB-Response-SO-04, FB- 
Response-SO-07. 

The purpose of an EIR and EIS is to evaluate environmental impacts and 
socioeconomic effects and to mitigate those which are identified as potentially 
significant. 

1033-46 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-16. 

The purpose of an EIR and EIS is to evaluate environmental impacts and 
socioeconomic effects and to mitigate those which are identified as potentially 
significant. 

1033-47 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-07. 

The Authority conducted extensive public outreach before the circulation of the Draft 
EIR/EIS. This outreach included 12 public meetings aimed at soliciting community 
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feedback and informing impacted communities of the project status. The Authority and 
FRA recognize the concerns of Kings County representatives and community members 
and wish to maintain an open dialogue about the project. The Authority welcomes the 
opportunity to meet with landowners and stakeholders. Also, project-level information 
has been shared at public meetings, made available at the Kings County project office, 
and provided through mailings, e-mail communication, outreach materials, and on the 
Internet. 

1033-48 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-07. 

The intent of the environmental review process is to solicit feedback on the content and 
sufficiency of the environmental analysis, assessment of impacts, and the addressing of 
mitigation measures. The formality in which comments are addressed is guided by 
NEPA/CEQA. Every effort has been made to address concerns when presented along 
the planning process. The right-of-way acquisition process cannot begin until a preferred 
alternative is selected and an associated Notice of Determination/Record of Decision is 
issued. However, during the months and years leading up to that point, the Authority has 
made right-of-way information materials available in print and online to guide impacted 
stakeholders through the process in advance (available at the Authority's website). Also, 
the Authority has made right-of-way representatives available at public meetings to 
answer questions. 

1033-49 

The environmental justice analysis adheres to the definition as stated in Executive Order 
12898 and U.S. Department of Transportation Order 5610.2, which defines an 
environmental justice effect as a "disproportionately high and adverse effect on minority 
and low-income populations." This is an adverse effect that is predominately borne by a 
minority population and/or a low-income population or that would be appreciably more 
severe or greater in magnitude for the minority and/or a low-income population than the 
adverse effect that would be suffered by the nonminority and/or non-low-income 
population along the project. Section 4.3 in the Community Impact Assessment 
Technical Report identifies the environmental justice populations along the project. The 
methodologies for identifying these populations are detailed in Appendix A of the 
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Community Impact Assessment Technical Report. Section 5.3 in the Community Impact 
Assessment Technical Report provides detailed information on the potential for 
substantial environmental justice effects across resources along the project. Impacts SO 
#17 and SO #18 in the EIR/EIS, Volume 1, Section 3.12, summarize these findings. 

1033-50 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-SO-07. 

1033-51 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-SO-01, FB-Response-SO-07. 

1033-52 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-SO-07. 

The purpose of an EIR and EIS is to evaluate environmental impacts and 
socioeconomic effects and to mitigate those which are identified as potentially 
significant. 

1033-53 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-21, FB-Response-GENERAL-13, 
FB-Response-GENERAL-12, FB-Response-GENERAL-17. 

The Authority and FRA have followed the procedural and substantive requirements of 
the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and the California Environmental Quality 
Act (CEQA). No factual information has been provided in these comments to indicate 
that the procedures and requirements of NEPA and CEQA were not followed in the 
environmental review process for the Fresno to Bakersfield Section of the HST System. 

An EIR project description is intended to be general, not detailed (CEQA Guidelines § 
15124[c]). Final design or even advanced design of infrastructure is not required in the 
project description (Dry Creek Citizens Coalition v. County of Tulare [1999] 70 
Cal.App.4th 20, 36). Abundant substantial evidence in the record demonstrates that the 
project description in the EIR/EIS is more than adequate. The term "15% design" is an 
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engineering term of art that refers to the level of engineering prepared on HST project 
elements for the EIR/EIS. The 15% design generates detailed information like the 
horizontal and vertical location of track, cross sections of the infrastructure with 
measurements, precise station footprints with site configuration, and temporary 
construction staging sites and facilities. The 15% design also yields a "project footprint" 
overlaid on parcel maps, which shows the outside envelope of all disturbance, including 
both permanent infrastructure and temporary construction activity. This 15% design 
translated into a project description in the EIR/EIS with 100% of the information that is 
required under CEQA Guidelines Section 15124 (see Dry Creek, above, 70 Cal.App.4th 
at pp. 27-36 [upholding EIR conceptual project description as adequate when based on 
preliminary design]). 

The public outreach process for the Fresno to Bakersfield Section of the HST System 
has been extensive; this process has included hundreds of public meetings and 
briefings where public comments have been received, participation in community events 
where participation has been solicited, and the development and distribution of 
educational materials to encourage feedback. These efforts are discussed in Chapter 7, 
Public and Agency Involvement, of the Final EIR/EIS. Public notification regarding the 
draft environmental documents took place in the following ways: A notification letter, 
informational brochure, and notice of availability (NOA) were provided in English and 
Spanish and sent to landowners and tenants within 300 feet of all proposed alignment 
alternatives. The letters notified landowners and tenants that their property could 
become necessary for construction (within the project construction footprint) of one or 
more of the proposed alignment alternatives or project components being 
evaluated. Anyone who has requested to be notified or is in our stakeholder database 
was sent notification materials in English and Spanish. An e-mail communication of the 
notification materials was distributed to the entire stakeholder database. Public notices 
were placed in English- and Spanish-language newspapers. Posters in English and 
Spanish were posted along the project right-of-way. 

Project purpose, need, and objectives are discussed in Chapter 1.0, Project Purpose, 
Need, and Objectives, of the Final EIR/EIS and outline the objectives for the HST 
System as well as the Fresno to Bakersfield Section. Chapter 2 further describes the 
critical role of the Fresno to Bakersfield Section as the link connecting the Bay Area to 
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Los Angeles and Southern California during Phase 1 of the implementation of the HST 
System. 

As discussed in the Revised 2012 Business Plan (Authority 2012a), the California High- 
Speed Rail (HSR) Program will depend on a mix of public and private investment, the 
latter becoming available after the fundamental economics of the program are 
demonstrated. 

A phased approach to system development is the prudent course to build a foundation 
that allows for greater efficiency in the use of private investment once the initial 
segments of the system are in place. 

This approach also recognizes current budgetary and funding realities. Among other 
things, the phased approach will help ensure the system’s success by introducing 
Californians to HSR service and building ridership over time. At the same time, 
improvements can be made to regional systems that connect with the HSR System, 
resulting in the conventional and high-speed systems complementing each other. 

The goals of Proposition 1A were used to develop the phasing strategy for the statewide 
HSR System and were guided by the following key principles: 

• Divide the statewide high-speed rail program into a series of smaller, discrete projects 
that can stand alone, will provide viable revenue service, can be matched to available 
funding, and can be delivered through appropriate business models. 

• Advance sections as soon as feasible to realize early benefits, especially employment, 
and to minimize the impact of inflation. 

• Leverage existing rail systems and infrastructure, including connecting rail and bus 
services. 

• Forge a long-term partnership with the federal government for program delivery. 

• Develop partnerships with other transportation operators to identify efficiencies through 
leveraging state, regional, local, and capital program investments and maximizing 
connectivity between systems. 

• Seek earliest-feasible and best-value private-sector participation and financing with 
appropriate risk transfer and cost containment. 
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• Mitigate against the risk of funding delays by providing decision points for state policy¬ 
makers to determine how and when the next steps should proceed while leaving a fully 
operational system and generating economic benefits at each step. 

The Authority applied these principles, taking into account key factors such as cost, 
funding scenarios, and ridership and revenue projections, to develop an implementation 
strategy with the following key steps: 

Step 1—Early Investments, Statewide Benefits. The first construction of dedicated 
high-speed infrastructure for the initial operating section (IOS) begins in the Central 
Valley. As with all of the steps, this initial section is being developed to deliver early 
benefits by leveraging other systems—enabling them to operate on the new high-speed 
tracks, which can be done without impacts on the design or the integrity of the new 
infrastructure. Improved passenger rail service would begin on completion of the first 
IOS segment by connecting the San Joaquins, ACE (Altamont Corridor Express), 
Sacramento Regional Transit, and the Capitol Corridor (and potentially Caltrain). 
Through a new, strategic approach, there is also the opportunity for new or improved 
travel between Bakersfield and Sacramento, Oakland, San Jose, and San Francisco. 
This expanded Northern California Unified Service could begin operation as early as 
2018, with the potential to provide transportation and economic benefits well before fully 
operational high-speed rail service is initiated. 

As part of this first step, complementary investments and improvements will be made to 
both accelerate benefits and distribute them more widely across the state. These 
investments will be made using the $950 million in Proposition 1A connectivity funding, 
available Proposition 1A high-speed rail funds, future federal funds, and other sources. 
The investments will include the following: 

• Investment in the bookends: In Northern California, the long-awaited electrification of 
the Caltrain corridor will begin under a collaborative program between Bay Area 
agencies and the Authority. Also, consistent with the Southern California Memorandum 
of Understanding (MOU), investments will be made in key rail corridors in the southern 
part of the state, such as upgrading the Metrolink corridor from Los Angeles to 
Palmdale. 

• The Northern California Unified Service described above will be initiated. 

• As the next step for the IOS, work to close the rail gap between Bakersfield and 
Palmdale through the Tehachapi Mountains will begin. Environmental clearance is 
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possible in early 2014, and plans are being developed to move quickly to implement 
the improvements to close this critical gap and create the first statewide rail link 
between the Bay Area and the Los Angeles Basin. 

Step 2—Initial High-Speed Rail Operations. Introduction of the state’s (and the 
nation’s) first fully operational high-speed rail service will begin. This service can be 
operated by a private entity without subsidy, will have the potential to attract private 
investment to expand the system from Bay to Basin, and can be completed within a 
decade. The service will be blended with regional/local systems. The IOS will 
be achieved through expansion of the first construction segment into an electrified 
operating high-speed rail line from Merced to Palmdale and the San Fernando Valley, 
accessing the populous Los Angeles Basin. Following on the work discussed above, the 
next priority in implementing the IOS will be closing the rail gap between Northern and 
Southern California by crossing the Tehachapi Mountains with new, dedicated high¬ 
speed rail infrastructure. Before completion of the IOS to the San Fernando Valley, this 
link will tie the north to the south at Palmdale, where Metrolink commuter rail service can 
then provide service and connections throughout Southern California. 

Currently, the IOS is defined as extending from Merced to the San Fernando Valley, and 
high-speed revenue service would only start once the full IOS is built and operable. 
Should ridership and revenue forecasts and financial projections demonstrate that 
revenue service compliant with Proposition 1A could begin earlier, with a shorter IOS, 
appropriate reviews would occur to consider and implement earlier service, if 
appropriate. 

Step 3—The Bay to Basin System. The dedicated high-speed rail infrastructure of the 
IOS will be expanded north and west to San Jose, providing HSR service between the 
state’s major population centers in the north and south and providing the platform for the 
transition to statewide blended operations. At this stage, passengers will be able to take 
a one-seat ride between greater Los Angeles (San Fernando Station) and the San 
Francisco Transbay Transit Center using blended infrastructure in the north between 
San Francisco and San Jose (assuming electrification of the Caltrain corridor by 2020, 
as proposed by Caltrain), using dedicated high-speed rail infrastructure between San 
Jose and the San Fernando Station, and, in the south, connecting via Metrolink between 
the San Fernando Valley Station and Los Angeles’ Union Station and on to other points 
throughout Southern California. 

Step 4—The Phase 1 System. For the blended approach, the dedicated high-speed rail 
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infrastructure of the Bay to Basin system will be extended from the San Fernando Valley 
to Los Angeles Union Station, linking to a significantly upgraded passenger rail corridor 
developed to maximize service between Los Angeles and Anaheim while also 
addressing community concerns about new infrastructure impacts in a congested urban 
corridor that includes a number of established communities that abut the existing right- 
of-way. Under a Full Build scenario, dedicated high-speed rail infrastructure would be 
extended from San Jose to San Francisco’s Transbay Transit Center and from Los 
Angeles to Anaheim. 

Step 5—The Phase 2 System. Phase 2 will extend the high-speed rail system to 
Sacramento and San Diego, representing completion of the 800-mile statewide system. 
Travelers will be able to travel between all of the state’s major population centers on 
high-speed rail. Phase 2 areas will see improvements in rail service well in advance of 
the expansion of the high-speed rail system through the combination of early 
investments and blended operations, as described in the 2012 Revised Business Plan. 

1033-54 

The emissions payback schedule for criteria pollutants will be net zero during the 
construction period with implementation of the VERA under AQ MM#4. As the 
emissions and emission reductions should occur in the same year, there is no net 
increase and emissions are paid back in the year they occur. During operation, the 
criteria pollutants are anticipated to have a net decrease in emissions. For any interim 
years between construction and operation, there would be no emissions associated with 
the project and therefore no emissions need to be paid back. For GHG emissions, the 
benefit will be realized in at a minimum within one year of operation. Since the VERA 
program for criteria emissions will also result in some GHG emission reductions, some 
of the construction emissions will be paid back in the same year that emissions are 
generated. 

1033-55 

The Council on Environmental Quality NEPA Guidelines allow for Federal agencies to 
develop their own NEPA implementing guidelines. This document follows the FRA 
guidelines. The requirements specify that project effects be evaluated based on the 
criteria of context and intensity. Criteria were used to qualify impacts as having 
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negligible, moderate, or substantial intensity under NEPA. Refer to Section 3.1.3 of the 
EIR/EIS, Methods for Evaluating Impacts under NEPA. 

In the NEPA Impacts Summary section of each impact analysis in Chapter 3, 
a summary of the environmental consequences is presented specific to NEPA 
requirements,. These sections state whether the impact is beneficial or adverse, and if 
adverse, whether it is an impact with negligible, moderate, or substantial intensity. 

These sections also provide a summary of the relative context of the impact. Based on 
the intensity and context, these sections provide a conclusion about whether the impacts 
considered are significant or not under NEPA. 

1033-56 

The Council on Environmental Quality NEPA Guidelines allow for Federal agencies to 
develop their own NEPA implementing guidelines. This document follows the FRA 
guidelines. The requirements specify that project effects be evaluated based on the 
criteria of context and intensity. Criteria were used to qualify impacts as having 
negligible, moderate, or substantial intensity under NEPA. Refer to Section 3.1.3 of the 
EIR/EIS, Methods for Evaluating Impacts under NEPA. 

In the NEPA Impacts Summary section of each impact analysis in Chapter 3, 
a summary of the environmental consequences is presented specific to NEPA 
requirements. These sections state whether the impact is beneficial or adverse, and if 
adverse, whether it is an impact with negligible, moderate, or substantial intensity. 

These sections also provide a summary of the relative context of the impact. Based on 
the intensity and context, these sections provide a conclusion about whether the impacts 
considered are significant or not under NEPA. 

1033-57 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-BIO-02. 

The Authority and FRA are working with the EPA and the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
(USACE) to provide a separate document that integrates NEPA and the 404 permitting 
process (Checkpoint C). The least environmental damaging practicable alternative 
(LEPDA) is determined by USACE and not by the FRA. The LEDPA is determined by 
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USACE prior to its issuing a Section 404 permit; and its own record of decision (ROD). A 
likely LEDPA alignment has been provided in Checkpoint C and evaluated in this 
Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS in order to integrate FRA's decision-making process 
with USACE's decision-making process to avoid the FRA approving a project that 
cannot be the LEDPA from USACE's regulatory purview. The Revised 
DEIR/Supplemental DEIS discusses potential impacts of the HST project on water 
quality. Project design features and best management practices are used to reduce or 
eliminate adverse effects to water quality. Mitigation measures are provided for 
significant adverse impacts. Standard Response FB-Response-BIO-02 provides an 
explanation of the integration of the Section 404 compensatory mitigation plan and this 
environmental document's mitigation for reducing adverse effects. 

1033-58 

Comments were received and are responded to in writing as part of the Final EIR/EIS. 

The Authority and FRA have been working with the U.S. Army Corps of 
Engineers (USACE) to identify the Least Environmentally Damaging Practicable 
Alternative (LEDPA); USACE has been a cooperating agency through the NEPA 
process on this project. 

1033-59 

The text of the Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS includes reference to substrate 
conditions found in the Wetland Study Area in Section 3.7, Biological Resources and 
Wetlands. The text states, “the physical and biological characteristics of the substrate 
within various features are largely dictated by whether the feature is manipulated or 
natural. Manipulated features include all jurisdictional water features except vernal pools 
and swales. These manipulated features contain substrates that have been altered 
through excavation, filling, dredging, and accretion of sediments; these substrates 
typically range from sandy and coarse-loamy, to fine-silty, fine-loamy, and fines 
(depending on location in the study area). Natural features, such as vernal pools and 
swales, have substrates composed of natural alkaline soils, which are harsh 
environments for microbes and plants, and contain low levels of organic matter. The 
Wetland Study Area is notably devoid of gravel or rock substrate.” 


1033-59 

Further discussion of substrate impacts are provided in the Checkpoint C Summary 
Report (Chapter 8) available on the Authority’s website. 

1033-60 

The impact evaluation in the Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS is sufficient for most lay 
people to comprehend. Further discussion of substrate impacts are provided in the 
Checkpoint C Summary Report (Chapter 8) available on the Authority’s website. 

Text in the Draft EIR/EIS was revised in response to comments received from the 
USACE, and the Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS includes statements regarding the 
source of the fill material and provides for temporary fill free from toxic pollutants in toxic 
amounts, in accordance with Section 307 of the Clean Water Act (Section 3.7.5, Impact 
Bio #3). Furthermore, Section 3.7.7, Mitigation Measure Bio-48, provides for restoration 
of waters of the U.S. subject to temporary fill. 

1033-61 

Text in Draft EIR/EIS was revised in response to comments received from the USACE, 
and the Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS includes statements regarding the potential 
for contamination in fill material and the quality of the fill material to be used. The text in 
the Revised DEIR/Supplemental DIES states, “This fill would result in a temporary loss 
of jurisdictional waters; potential impacts on the physical, chemical, and biological 
characteristics of aquatic substrates and food webs; and a potential increase in erosion 
and sediment transport into adjacent aquatic areas. The origin of these fill materials has 
yet to be determined; however, the temporary fill would be supplied by local sources and 
from existing permitted quarries, to the extent practicable. Fill material would be suitable 
for construction purposes and free from toxic pollutants in toxic amounts, in accordance 
with Section 307 of the Clean Water Act.” 

1033-62 

Section 3.8, Hydrology and Water Quality, of the Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS 
includes statements regarding potential effects of suspended material and turbidity 
during construction. Furthermore, Section 3.7, Biological Resources and Wetlands, 
discusses potential impacts of turbidity during construction as they relate to vernal pool 
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1033-62 

branchiopods (Direct Impacts during Construction Period [Impact Bio #2]). Further 
discussion of substrate impacts are provided in the Checkpoint C Summary Report 
(Chapter 8) available on the Authority’s website. 

The text in Section 3.8 of the Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS, “Construction activities 
associated with the proposed project would involve handling, storing, hauling, 
excavating, and placing fill; possible pile driving; stations, parking lots, maintenance 
facility, aerial structure, bridge construction, and concrete track bed construction. Likely 
pollutants that may be contributed by the project during construction include floating 
material, oil and greases, sediment, settable material, suspended material, chemical 
constituents (e.g., fuels, solvents), and turbidity. Construction of at-grade and below- 
grade sections of the railroad would require excavating or leveling the ground surface, 
which would potentially result in the need to pump and discharge groundwater, or would 
expose a groundwater resource to pollutants.” 

1033-63 

The impact evaluation in the Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS is sufficient for most lay 
members of the public to comprehend. Text in the Draft EIR/EIS was revised in 
response to comments received from the USACE (similar to those posed by this 
commenter), and the Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS includes statements regarding 
impacts on food webs and other non-special-status fauna in a number of locations. 

Specifically, the Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS states under Direct Impacts to 
Special-Status Wildlife Species (Impacts Bio #2 and #6), “Direct impacts for native fauna 
(e.g., fish, mollusks, crustaceans, amphibians, birds, mammals, reptiles, and insects) 
are similar to those impacts described above for special-status wildlife species.” 

Under Direct Impacts during Construction Period (Impact Bio #3) and Direct Project 
Impacts (Impact Bio #6), the text states, “This fill would result in a temporary loss of 
jurisdictional waters; potential impacts on the physical, chemical, and biological 
characteristics of aquatic substrates and food webs; and a potential increase in erosion 
and sediment transport into adjacent aquatic areas.” Under Direct Project Impacts 
(Impact Bio #7), the text states, “the contouring and placement of fill in jurisdictional 


1033-63 

waters would result in the permanent loss of jurisdictional waters; irreversible impacts on 
the physical, chemical, and biological characteristics of aquatic substrates and food 
webs; and a potential increase in erosion and sediment transport into adjacent aquatic 
areas.” 

Further discussion of impacts on fish, crustaceans, mollusks, and other aquatic 
organisms in the food web are provided in the Checkpoint C Summary Report (Chapter 
8) available on the Authority’s website. 

1033-64 

The Authority would work with local jurisdictions and other interested parties to phase 
the parking supply to support HST ridership demand and the demand of other uses in 
the vicinity of the station. The stations have not yet been designed (the illustrations in 
the EIR/EIS are conceptual) and will not be designed for several years. Similarly, actual 
ridership levels are not known at this time. As discussed in Section 2.2.3 of the Revised 
DEIR/Supplemental DEIS: 

“Parking demand expectations are based on HST system ridership forecasts where 
parking availability is assumed to be unconstrained - meaning 100% of parking demand 
is assumed to be met. These projections provide a “high” starting point to inform 
discussions with cities where stations are proposed. While this EIR/EIS identifies 
locations for parking facilities needed to satisfy the maximum forecast demand, parking 
is anticipated to be developed over time in phases, while also prioritizing access to the 
HST system through other modes such as transit, which could lead to less parking being 
necessary." 

The Authority does not have sufficient information to provide precise information 
regarding the timing, design, and funding of station parking; therefore, the phasing plan 
for parking structures has not yet been developed. The implementation of parking will be 
initiated in conjunction with the construction of the stations and the initiation of rail 
service, and will be phased in accord with ridership levels and demand. 

1033-65 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-02. 

The screening criteria used in the alternatives analysis process are discussed in Section 
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1033-65 

2.3.1, HST Project-Level Alternatives Development Process, of the Final EIR/EIS. The 
elimination of the State Route (SR) 99/Union Pacific Railroad (UPRR) corridor 
alignments from consideration is further discussed in Section 2.3.2.2, Rural Subsection. 

The Authority conducted an analysis of alternative alignments that follow SR 99/UPRR 
and the Interstate 5 (1-5) corridor and determined that these alternatives were not 
practicable. Therefore, they were not carried forward in the EIR/EIS. Kings County has 
not provided any new information that would change these conclusions. Neither the 
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) nor the National Environmental Policy Act 
(NEPA) requires an environmental document to analyze alternatives that are not 
practicable to implement. 

1033-66 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-02. 

The screening criteria used in the alternatives analysis process are discussed in Section 
2.3.1, HST Project-Level Alternatives Development Process, of the Final EIR/EIS. The 
elimination of the State Route (SR) 99/Union Pacific Railroad (UPRR) corridor 
alignments from consideration is further discussed in Section 2.3.2.2, Rural Subsection. 

The Authority conducted an analysis of alternative alignments that follow SR 99/UPRR 
and the Interstate 5 (1-5) corridor and determined that these alternatives were not 
practicable. Therefore, they were not carried forward in the EIR/EIS. Kings County has 
not provided any new information that would change these conclusions. Neither the 
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) nor the National Environmental Policy Act 
(NEPA) requires an environmental document to analyze alternatives that are not 
practicable to implement. 

1033-67 

Most of the impacts on waterways are associated with crossings where construction will 
be staged in adjacent upland areas and result in placement of a bridge or viaduct 
structures over the waterway. Most of the impacts associated with placement of new 


1033-67 

structures over waters of the U.S. are considered permanent impacts and reported 
under Project Period Impacts. These areas are considered permanent due to the 
shading and loss of functions and values, although some functions and services would 
be maintained (water transport, water temperature regulation). 

Adjacent temporary construction areas (on either side of the bridge or viaduct) are 
needed for construction purposes. Construction duration over these areas is anticipated 
to be short and not significantly different than a typical Caltrans bridge construction 
project in the Central Valley. Construction duration would range from approximately one 
year for simpler bridge designs to up to three years for lengthier, elevated viaduct 
structures. Construction duration could extend beyond these estimates on a case-by- 
case basis due to natural flows or water delivery schedules, or where waterway crossing 
construction is part of larger roadway grade separation design. 

Temporary impacts on jurisdictional waters are subject to agency approval, which will 
require avoidance, minimization, and mitigation. As part of the Revised 
DEIR/Supplemental DEIS, Section 3.7, Biological Resources and Wetlands, temporary 
impacts on waterways are mitigated through implementation of Mitigation Measure Bio- 
48, Restore Temporary Impacts on Jurisdictional Waters, which includes revegetation 
and restoration to original topography. After these activities the Authority will conduct 
maintenance monitoring consistent with the provisions in the Comprehensive Mitigation 
and Monitoring Plan (Mitigation Measure BIO-62). 

1033-68 

In response to comments from the USACE, the text of the Final EIR/EIS discussions of 
indirect impacts have been revised in Section 3.7, Biological Resources and Wetlands. 
Indirect impacts are quantified as part of the project period and are provided in Appendix 
3.7-B, Attachment 4. This table provides accurate comparisons of the quantity of direct 
and indirect impacts on wetlands and other waters of the U.S., by alternative. 

The Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS describes construction (temporary) and project 
(permanent) direct, indirect-bisect, and indirect impacts through the use of “delta tables” 
because many alternative options relate to the Fresno to Bakersfield Section north-south 
alternatives. In consultation with the USACE and EPA, the Authority finalized the 
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1033-68 1033-71 

methodology used to calculate the GIS acreages for impacts on aquatic resource types agreed to serve as a Cooperating Agency through the NEPA process for the proposed 

and submitted it as part of the Checkpoint C package. project. 


As suggested by the USACE, discussions of indirect impacts on jurisdictional waters 
have been removed from the construction period in the Final EIR/EIS. Section 3.7.3.4, 
Method for Evaluating Impacts, now states that “[tjhese indirect impacts and their 
combined acreages are discussed collectively under Project Impacts.” 

Furthermore, the construction period impacts on jurisdictional waters (Indirect [Bio #3] 
Impacts during Construction Period) have been revised to state “[pjroject indirect 
impacts on jurisdictional waters are more extensive than and tend to encompass the 
construction period impacts. Therefore, the construction period indirect impacts are 
included in the discussion of project impacts in Section 3.7.5.3, Pligh-Speed Train 
Alternatives, Project Impacts, Habitats of Concern.” 

1033-69 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-21. 

Section 3.8.6, Project Design Features, describes project design features for stormwater 
management and treatment and best management practices (BMPs) that will be 
included in the construction stormwater pollution prevention plan. These design features 
and BMPs are also described in the Fresno to Bakersfield Section: Stormwater Quality 
Management Report. These features are not mitigation, but elements of the project 
design. 

1033-70 

The U.S. EPA is a cooperating agency under NEPA, and the Authority and FRA have 
been working closely with the agency to address their concerns. 

1033-71 

The Authority and FRA have been working with the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
(USACE) and U.S Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) to identify the Least 
Environmentally Damaging Practicable Alternative (LEDPA). The USACE has also 


As part of the NEPA/404/408 Integration Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) 
between the FRA, Authority, USACE and USEPA, the Authority and FRA prepared and 
submitted a Summary Report (LEDPA Alternatives Analysis), a Compensatory 
Mitigation Plan, and Section 408 Detailed Design Packages as required under 
Checkpoint C. (As background, the MOU established three checkpoints on which the 
signatory agencies work through the NEPA/404/408 processes. The checkpoints 
includes: Checkpoint A which establishes the project purpose and need, Checkpoint B 
which identifies the range of alternatives to be studied in the EIR/EIS, and Checkpoint C 
which identifies the preliminary LEDPA). 

Checkpoint C requires a substantial amount of information to evaluate the project’s 
impacts. Specifically, the Checkpoint C Summary Report looks closely at both the 
quantity and quality of aquatic resources and the project's associated impacts, and 
describes the direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts on aquatic resources. This 
information is presented in detail in the Watershed Evaluation Report, which relies on 
existing desktop information as well as a condition assessment conducted in the field. 

The condition assessment used the California Rapid Assessment Methodology (CRAM) 
resulting in a numeric score for those aquatic resources where permission to enter was 
granted by a property owner. Based on the results of this work, wetland scientists 
extrapolated the CRAM results to all aquatic resources in the study area and assigned a 
relative condition (e.g., excellent, good, fair, poor). The information provided in the 
RDEIR/SDEIS is based on the CRAM and relative condition class extrapolation. 

The Authority has prepared a number of reports related to Checkpoint C that 
substantiate the conditions described in the RDEIR/SDEIS and discuss at length the 
condition of aquatic resources in the study area. These documents are publicly available 
as part of the administrative record on the Authority’s website and titled Summary 
Report, Watershed Evaluation Report, and the Evaluation of Wetland Condition Using 
the California Rapid Assessment Method (CRAM). 
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1033-71 

The Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS, together with the Watershed Evaluation Report 
and the Evaluation of Wetland Condition Using the California Rapid Assessment Method 
(CRAM), provide information regarding the impacts associated with the Preferred 
Alternative and allow for a comparative evaluation of the direct, indirect, and cumulative 
impacts associated with the other (non-preferred) HST alternatives. Other information 
provided in the Summary Report regarding impacts to other environmental or community 
impacts were gathered from the technical information provided in the Revised 
DEIR/Supplemental DEIS or from other technical report that are available on the 
Authority’s website. From the review of this technical information, the USEPA and 
USACE then make their Checkpoint C Preliminary LEDPA determination. 

Based on earlier concurrence by the USACE and USEPA for Checkpoint B 
(identification of the range of alternatives), the Authority and FRA was not required to 
study the 1-5 or SR 99 alternatives as part of the REIR/SEIS. These alternatives were 
eliminated earlier as part of the Statewide Program EIR/EIS completed by the Authority 
and FRA in 2005. The Statewide Program EIR/EIS is available for review on the 
Authority website. 

1033-72 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-02. 

As stated in Section 2.1.2, the Authority and FRA decided to reintroduce an alignment 
alternative west of Planford to address substantive comments received during public and 
agency review, including requests from the USACE and U.S. EPA to include a Planford 
West Bypass Alternative in the environmental analysis of the Draft EIR/EIS in an attempt 
to reduce or avoid significant environmental effects. The Authority conducted a 
supplemental alternatives analysis to further evaluate potential alignment alternatives 
west of Planford, and on the basis of this analysis, identified two Planford West Bypass 
alternatives to carry through the environmental analysis in this EIR/EIS (Authority and 
FRA 2011). Both of these alternatives include a potential station site. 

The USACE and U.S. EPA made no such request regarding the SR 99/UPRR or 1-5 
alternatives. The Authority's and the FRA’s Statewide Program EIR/EIS (see Section 
1.5, Tiering of Program EIR/EIS Documents) selected the BNSF Railway route as the 


1033-72 

preferred alternative for the Central Valley FIST between Fresno and Bakersfield. 
Therefore, the Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS focuses on alternative alignments 
along the general BNSF Railway corridor. 

The procedural requirements for NEPA and CEQA were followed during the 
environmental review of the Fresno to Bakersfield HST Section. As discussed in Section 
2.3.1 of the EIR/EIS, the Authority implemented an alternatives analysis process to 
identify the full range of reasonable alternatives for the project, as required under 14 
CCR 15126.6 and 40 CFR 1502.15(a). This range of alternatives was analyzed in the 
EIR/EIS. 

1033-73 

Indirect impacts on jurisdictional waters are described both quantitatively and 
qualitatively in Section 3.7 of the Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS. More specifically, 
the discussion of of both direct and indirect impacts for the study alternatives begins on 
page 3.7-43 of the environmental document. 

1033-74 

The terms Construction Period Impacts or Project Impacts are used to categorize 
impacts for discussion in the document and are not meant to imply that all impacts 
associated with construction would be temporary and all impacts associated with the 
project would be permanent. Instead, the nature of the impacts (temporary versus 
permanent) dictates under which of these two categories the impact is discussed. As 
stated in Section 3.1.3, Approach to the Analysis, of the Revised DEIR/Supplemental 
DEIS, "[sjome permanent impacts initially occur during construction, but because they 
are permanent, they are associated with the project impacts (for example, conversion of 
agricultural lands to transportation uses)." Therefore, permanent loss of vegetation and 
biological resources is addressed in Section 3.7, Biological Resources and Wetlands, 
under Project Impacts. 

1033-75 

The project would incorporate avoidance and minimization measure to maintain pre¬ 
project drainage conditions to the extent practicable (e.g., emphasizing onsite retention 
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1033-75 

of stormwater runoff using measures such as flow dispersion, infiltration, and 
evaporation, supplemented by detention, where required) and would comply with 
standards described in Section 3.8.6, Project Design Features. 

Post-Construction Stormwater Quality Standards for the HST have been developed in 
collaboration with the SWRCB which are expected to be incorporated into a CWA 
Section 402 NPDES permit for the HST. These standards require that best management 
practices (BMPs) be implemented that infiltrate, harvest and re-use, and/or 
evapotranspire stormwater runoff. Alternatively, stormwater runoff can be captured and 
treated by low impact design (LID-) based flow-through treatment devices, such as 
biofiltration swales and strips, or conventional volume-based or flow-based stormwater 
treatment devices, such as basins. In areas near stream crossings, hydromodification 
controls would be used to ensure that post-project time of runoff concentration is equal 
to or greater than pre-project time of concentration. These stormwater quality standards 
would be implemented to provide post-construction drainage controls. 

In areas with local municipal separate storm sewer systems (MS4), the Authority has the 
flexibility to instead comply with local MS4 requirements in lieu of the above mentioned 
controls. The Authority will be negotiating with owners of MS4s (primarily city and 
counties) that could accept stormwater runoff regarding the use of these urban storm 
water systems. 

In the event that stormwater runoff would not be accepted by owners of the MS4s, 
stormwater detention basins or other low impact or conventional treatment devices 
would be constructed within the HST rights-of-way to provide stormwater treatment as 
described above. Therefore there would not be a direct connection between stormwater 
runoff and creeks or streams. 

Based on the above effects to storm drain facilities would be less than significant. 

1033-76 

Potential water quality effects are discussed under Impact HWQ#2, Impact HWQ#6, and 
Impact HWQ#7 in Section 3.8, Hydrology and Water Resources of the Revised 
DEIR/Supplemental DEIS. The Authority will be implementing Best Management 
Practices (BMPs) at construction sites to minimize any contaminated runoff from leaving 


1033-76 

the site and reaching streams. Section 3.8.6 describes project design features for 
stormwater management and treatment. Swales, infiltration/detention basins, and other 
control features are included in the project design to control the quality of runoff. The 
Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS concludes that water quality impacts from the HST 
and HMF are less than significant (not that the HST would have no impact on water 
quality). 

1033-77 

As part of the NEPA/404/408 Integration Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) 
between the FRA, Authority, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, and U.S. Environmental 
Protection Agency (FRA et al. 2010), the Authority conducted, as required under 
Checkpoint C (Authority and FRA 2013b), a rapid condition assessment of aquatic 
resources in the study area that identified the preliminary Least Environmentally 
Damaging Practicable Alternative (LEDPA) (Title 40 Code of Federal Regulations [CFR] 
230.10[a]). Checkpoint C provides the lead agencies with a substantial amount of 
information, as required to evaluate the project impacts. Specifically, Checkpoint C looks 
closely at both the quantity and quality of aquatic resources and the project's associated 
impacts. 

The condition assessment used the California Rapid Assessment Methodology (CRAM), 
which yields a numeric score, and was conducted on aquatic resources where 
permission to enter was granted. Using the results of the CRAM assessment, wetland 
scientists extrapolated the CRAM results to all aquatic resources in the study area and 
assigned a relative condition (e.g., excellent, good, fair, poor). This information is 
presented in detail in the Watershed Evaluation Report (WER), which relies on existing 
desktop information and a condition assessment conducted in the field. The information 
provided in the Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS is based on the CRAM and relative 
condition class extrapolation presented in the WER. 

The Authority has prepared a number of reports related to Checkpoint C that 
substantiate the conditions described in the Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS and 
discuss at length the condition and impacts on aquatic resources in the study area. 
These documents are publicly available as part of the administrative record on the 
Authority’s website; they are titled Summary Report: Watershed Evaluation Report and 
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1033-77 

Evaluation of Wetland Condition Using the California Rapid Assessment Method 
(CRAM). Together these reports provide reasoned, specific, and detailed arguments that 
the project will neither contribute to nor cause any significant degradation of aquatic 
resources using a watershed approach. 

As described in Section 2.8.1, General Approach, of the EIR/EIS: “Consistent with the 
MOU for Achieving an Environmentally Sustainable High-Speed Train System in 
California (FRA et al. 2011), the Authority intends to build the project using sustainable 
methods that: 

• Minimize the use of nonrenewable resources. 

• Minimize the impacts on the natural environment. 

• Protect environmental diversity. 

• Emphasize using renewable resources in a sustainable manner. 

Although efforts have been made to minimize the impacts on the natural environment, 
impacts to aquatic resources are unavoidable. The commenter’s reference to 40 CFR 
230.10(c) relates to the disposal of dredged or fill material into the aquatic 
environment. The present design does not require dredging or fill in the aquatic 
environment beyond the possible installation of bridge piers. However, fill material would 
be placed into the aquatic environment. Fill material would be excavated from local 
borrow sites and travel by truck from 10 to 30 miles to the site of the Preferred 
Alternative. Railroad ballast would be drawn from existing, permitted quarries from the 
Bay Area to Southern California. Ballast would be delivered by a combination of rail and 
trucks. All materials would be suitable for construction purposes and free from toxic 
pollutants in toxic amounts in accordance with Section 307 of the Clean Water Act. 

1033-78 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-AQ-04, FB-Response-AQ-01. 


1033-79 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-04, FB-Response-SO-01, FB- 
Response-AG-06. 

During the property acquisition process, losses in the value of the remaining property 
will be taken into account and compensation will be provided for the loss in productivity. 
However, that process cannot begin until the EIR/EIS is approved, the Authority 
approves the Preferred Alternative, and the FRA issues its Record of Decision. In other 
words, the site-specific cost information requested by the commenter cannot be 
obtained until after the EIR/EIS is completed. It is not reasonable for the commenter to 
expect the EIR/EIS to disclose site-specific information that cannot be obtained without 
violating both CEQA and NEPA. 

1033-80 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-AG-06. 

A detailed dairy-by-dairy analysis was conducted showing the impacts to each dairy that 
may be impacted by the HST. These findings were reported in Appendix 3.14-B of the 
Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS. More specific information cannot be obtained until 
the right of way process begins; after completion of the CEQA and NEPA process. 

1033-81 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-SO-01, FB-Response-AG-06. 

The Authority, as a design feature of the HST project, is proposing to assist businesses 
that are losing their wastewater land to help them obtain new land permitted to account 
for land lost to the HST alignment. The Authority will also assist landowners to adjust all 
permits that are affected by the HST. If productivity is lost due to the lack of a permit that 
is affected by the HST, the Authority will compensate the farmer for the lost productivity. 

1033-82 

The Authority evaluated high-speed trains from around the world to confirm that 
available train technologies could satisfy the project’s performance requirements, 
including the Alstom AGV, Bombardier S-102, Siemens ICE-3 Velaro, and Hitachi N700. 
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1033-82 

The evaluation is documented in the Selected Train Technologies Technical 
Memorandum (2008) and the Trainset Configuration Analysis and Recommendation 
Technical Memorandum (2009) which are available on the Authority's website. High¬ 
speed trains in China have operated in revenue service at speeds of 220 mph and other 
high-speed train systems are planned to operate at 220 mph and faster as systems 
technology advances. Based on proven technology used elsewhere in the world, high¬ 
speed rail in California will be able to operate revenue service at speeds of 220 mph. 

1033-83 

The Authority evaluated high-speed trains from around the world to confirm that 
available train technologies could satisfy the project’s performance requirements, 
including the Alstom AGV, Bombardier S-102, Siemens ICE-3 Velaro, and Hitachi N700. 
The evaluation is documented in the Selected Train Technologies Technical 
Memorandum (2008) and the Trainset Configuration Analysis and Recommendation 
Technical Memorandum (2009) which are available on the Authority's website. High¬ 
speed trains in China have operated in revenue service at speeds of 220 mph and other 
high-speed train systems are planned to operate at 220 mph and faster as systems 
technology advances. Based on proven technology used elsewhere in the world, high¬ 
speed rail in California will be able to operate revenue service at speeds of 220 mph. 

To meet the objective of traveling from San Francisco to Los Angeles in 2 hours and 40 
minutes, the optimum express travel time from Fresno to Bakersfield is 37 minutes. 
Travel times for all Fresno to Bakersfield alternatives were modeled taking into account 
speed changes on curves and grades, and all alternatives can achieve this optimum 
time. 

1033-84 

The Authority evaluated high-speed trains from around the world to confirm that 
available train technologies could satisfy the project’s performance requirements, 
including the Alstom AGV, Bombardier S-102, Siemens ICE-3 Velaro, and Hitachi N700. 
The evaluation is documented in the Selected Train Technologies Technical 
Memorandum (2008) and the Trainset Configuration Analysis and Recommendation 
Technical Memorandum (2009) which are available on the Authority website. High¬ 
speed trains in China have operated in revenue service at speeds of 220 mph and other 


1033-84 

high-speed train systems are planned to operate at 220 mph and faster as systems 
technology advances. Based on proven technology used elsewhere in the world, high¬ 
speed rail in California will be able to operate revenue service at speeds of 220 mph. 

To meet the objective of traveling from San Francisco to Los Angeles in 2 hours and 40 
minutes, the optimum express travel time from Fresno to Bakersfield is 37 minutes. 
Travel times for all Fresno to Bakersfield alternatives were modeled taking into account 
speed changes on curves and grades, and all alternatives can achieve this optimum 
time. 

1033-85 

Applying loads to the soils through features such as structural foundations or earth 
embankments can cause a short-term increase in pore pressure. Increases in pore 
pressures can also occur as a result of seismic activity in the form of liquefaction. 
Dissipation of these pore pressures with time will cause consolidation of the soils and 
ground surface settlement. The extent of this settlement can be predicted using soil 
mechanics theory and can be mitigated, where necessary, through measures such as 
ground replacement, ground treatment, or stronger foundations. The allowable 
settlement criteria for the high-speed train (HST) are laid out in California High Speed 
Train Project Design Criteria Report, Chapter 10.6, and the settlement limits for HST 
structures are provided in TM 2.9.10, Geotechnical Design Guidelines. The final design 
will be completed by the design-build contractor to meet these criteria, and additional 
ground investigation will be carried out by the design-build contractor to more accurately 
locate these soil types. Soil collapse and liquefaction-induced settlements also are 
discussed in the Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS, Sections 3.9.3.2, 3.9.4.6, and 
3.9.5.3. 

1033-86 

The generation of a wave caused by the passage of a train at high speed is a known 
effect for railway designers worldwide, and the Dutch and Norwegians have done 
additional research for railway design over soft soil sites. The commenter is quite correct 
that the induced vibrations can achieve a resonance when the fundamental frequency of 
the embankment or the track-bed stiffness lead to development of visible waves of 
deformation in the nearby soil. In areas of soft soil, where the Rayleigh wave velocities 
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1033-86 

could be close to that of the train, subgrade improvement consisting of either cement 
treatment or excavation and replacement could be required to avoid these effects. Final 
design would be completed by the design/build contractor. 

1033-87 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-S&S-05. 

The purpose of the EIR/EIS is to describe the impacts of the project on the environment. 
Liability is not an environmental issue and is not appropriate for discussion in the 
EIR/EIS. 

1033-88 

Refer to Master Response < Select a standard reply >. 

Damage to the fencing along the FIST alignment would be immediately detected by an 
electronic monitoring system. However, this would not immediately shut down trains. 

The monitoring system would notify the operational center of the problem, and 
maintenance crews would be dispatched. Whether the train is slowed or stopped would 
depend on the location of the damage to the fencing, the location of trains, and the 
expected time of arrival of maintenance crews. 

Damage to HST fencing by farm operators would be the responsibility of those 
operators. It does not appear unreasonable to expect experienced farmers to be able 
to turn farm equipment that is regularly and commonly used in their operations within the 
limits of their property. Therefore, a significant physical setback from the HST fence 
does not appear to be necessary. 

Any diminution in value to a property owner’s remaining parcel(s) will be estimated by 
the appraiser through the appraisal process. This involves appraising the remainder as it 
contributes to the whole property value before acquisition, then appraising the remainder 
in the after condition as a separate parcel as though the project was constructed (i.e., as 
bisected by the HST), and including any estimated “cost to cure” damages to the 
remainder, e.g., the cost of re-establishing irrigation systems, replacing wells, providing 
larger setbacks for equipment operation, etc. The difference between these “before” and 


1033-88 

“after” values is termed as severance damages and will reflect any loss in value of the 
remainder due to the construction in the manner proposed. 

1033-89 

The Authority formed an agricultural working group to assist the Authority on agricultural 
issues. The working group is composed of university, government agencies, and agri¬ 
business representatives. The group completed a white paper on pesticide use impacts 
in 2012 (this paper is on the Authority's website). That white paper reports the following. 

"At the present time there are numerous railways that traverse the San Joaquin Valley. 
Additionally, the Valley has established interstate and state freeways, highways, and 
local roadways which include their respective right-of-ways and are all considered 
"transportation corridors." Transportation corridors are recognized as a part of the 
overall environment of the Valley. Regulations already exist relating to pesticide use in 
or near transportation corridors. 

"A new railway represents either a new impediment (where none previously existed) to 
customary agricultural practices or is an augmentation to an already existing 
transportation corridor footprint. Parcels where the new railway is proposed to be 
constructed, adjacent and parallel to an established transportation corridor, creates a 
wider footprint to an existing corridor that is already subject to the protections prescribed 
in current pesticide use regulations. Growers adjacent to a widened transportation 
corridor will be managing their pesticide applications with the same use restrictions that 
were previously implemented due to their proximity to an existing corridor. 

"Growers in the path of the railway where the route leaves an established transportation 
corridor and creates a new corridor across their farmland will be subject to the 
implementation of existing regulatory restrictions depending on conditions and 
circumstances of the type of pesticide being used. All that would be new to the grower 
would be the enforcement of existing regulations for conditions that did not exist prior to 
the construction of the route through their property." 

The HST in operation is unlikely to result in pesticide drift that would result in liability for 
crop dusters. The HST trainsets are streamlined, unlike a typical freight train, and create 
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1033-89 

much less wind in passing. The Agricultural Working Group's July 2012 White Paper 
"Induced Wind Impacts" found that data indicates that the wind speed 30 feet from the 
train would be approximately 2.4 miles per hour. The distance of 30 feet falls well within 
the HST Right of Way. The White Paper concludes the following with regard to pesticide 
drift. 

"As noted within the Agricultural Working Group White Paper on pesticide use, existing 
laws prohibit drift from pesticide applications. Current pesticide application practices 
include both ground and aerial applications. These methods are used successfully for 
application of pesticides in areas with transportation routes presently (roads, highways 
and railroads). Also noted within the AWG White Paper on pesticide use is that the HST 
Right of Way would be treated the same as other transportation routes. Thus concern 
regarding potential pesticide drift relates to the ability for the HST induced wind to draw 
[move] pesticides from an adjacent field into the Right of Way or into another adjoining 
field. 

"There is the general practice that the application of pesticides is not performed in winds 
that exceed 5-10mph. The actual limiting of application is determined by factors such as 
pesticide label instructions, the experience of the applicator, the perceived risk of drift 
involved and specific application conditions and regulations. The situation of the HST 
moving pesticides from an adjacent field into the HST Right of Way or into an adjoining 
field is not reasonably foreseeable as a result of the wind speeds noted above." 

1033-90 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-S&S-OI. 

Authority policy is to provide roadway overpasses approximately every 2 miles, resulting 
in no more than 1 mile of out-of-direction travel for vehicles to cross the HST tracks. In 
most locations in the Fresno to Bakersfield Section, roadway overpasses would be 
provided more frequently, approximately every mile or less, because of the existing 
roadway infrastructure. Consequently, out-of-direction travel would be limited to 
approximately 1 mile in nearly all locations in the project area. The Revised 
DEIR/Supplemental DEIS, Section 3.11.6, explains that the project design would include 
coordination with emergency responders to incorporate roadway modifications that 


1033-90 

maintain existing traffic patterns and fulfill response route needs, resulting in negligible 
effects on response times by service providers. Although difficult to predict, it seems 
reasonable that local insurance rates would not increase. Section 3.11.5, Safety and 
Security Environmental Consequences, of the Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS, 
provides additional detail regarding emergency response time during HST operations. 

Information about the South Hanford Fire Station can be found in Volume I, Section 
3.12.6.4, Affected Environment. Impact SO #1 describes the potential for construction to 
affect important community facilities and explains that emergency vehicle access for 
police and fire protection services would be maintained at all times. 

1033-91 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-21. 

Chapter 2 of the Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS provides a clear project description 
with a sufficient level of detail to allow for an analysis of the effects of the proposed 
project. 

1033-92 

The Final EIR/EIS has been revised to include the Kings/Tulare Regional Station as part 
of the project, and not a "potential" project component. The Authority and FRA 
will construct the Kings/Tulare Regional Station in the vicinity of Hanford based on 
ridership demand in the region. The environmental document analyzes the station 
options and any impacts associated with its construction/operation. 

1033-93 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-02. 

Please refer to Section 2.3, Potential Alternatives Considered during Alternatives 
Screening Process, of the Final EIR/EIS for a discussion of the alternatives analysis 
process and findings. 
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1033-94 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-02. 

The process for developing the HST project-level alternatives is summarized in Section 
2.3 of the Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS. Section 2.3.2 identifies the Alternatives 
Analysis Reports that are being summarized and that form the basis for the selection of 
alternatives for further consideration. These reports are part of the administrative record 
and have been available for review on the Authority's website. As allowable under both 
CEQA and NEPA, in the interest of readability, these reports have not been included in 
their entirety in Section 2.3 or in the EIR/EIS. 

The Supplemental Alternatives Analysis was considered by the Authority Board at a 
noticed public hearing. The commenter's failure to raise his concerns at that hearing 
does not invalidate the analysis. The Authority and FRA bear the responsibility for 
determining the range of alternatives to be examined in the EIR/EIS and have done so 
in accordance with the requirements of CEQA and NEPA. 

1033-95 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-02. 

As stated in Section 2.3, Potential Alternatives Considered during Alternatives 
Screening Process, of the Final EIR/EIS, the alternatives analysis process evaluated 
design options within individual alternatives to isolate concerns, screen, and refine the 
overall alternative to avoid key environmental issues or improve performance. The 
alternatives that were not carried forward had greater direct and indirect environmental 
impacts, were impracticable, or failed to meet the project purpose. Additional information 
on alternatives preliminarily considered but not carried forward for full evaluation in the 
Final EIR/EIS can be found in the June 2010 Preliminary Alternatives Analysis Report 
for the Fresno to Bakersfield Section (Authority and FRA 2010c), the September 2010 
Supplemental Alternatives Analysis Report for the Fresno to Bakersfield Section 
(Authority and FRA 2010a); the March 2011 Checkpoint B Summary Report for the 
Fresno to Bakersfield Section (Authority and FRA 2011 g); the May 2011 Supplemental 
Alternatives Analysis Report for the Fresno to Bakersfield Section (Authority and FRA 
201 Id); and the December 2011 Supplemental Alternatives Analysis Report for the 
Fresno to Bakersfield Section (Authority and FRA 2011e). 


1033-95 

These documents are available on the Authority’s website at: 

http://www.hsr.ca.gov/Programs/Environmental_Planning/index.html. Direct links to each 
of these sources are available in the references to Volume 5 of the Final EIR/EIS. 

1033-96 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-02, FB-Response-GENERAL-10. 

A reasonable range of alternatives adequate to provide meaningful decision making is 
identified in the EIR/EIS. As described in the EIR/EIS, two to three alternative 
alignments were identified in each of the Hanford, Corcoran, Allensworth, Wasco- 
Shafter, and Bakersfield areas, which represent roughly 75% of the corridor between 
Fresno and Bakersfield. As shown in the table below, there are 7 important 
environmental factors including impacts to waters of the U.S., Important Farmland, and 
residential housing that clearly differentiate among these alternatives. In addition, 
impacts to properties protected under Section 4(f) of the Department of Transportation 
Act differentiate among alternatives in the Hanford, Allensworth, and Bakersfield areas. 
Division of a local community provides differentiation among alternatives in the Hanford 
and Corcoran areas. Impacts to environmental justice communities differentiates 
alternatives in the Wasco-Shafter area. Finally, impacts to key community facilities 
provides another measure that differentiates among alternatives in the Bakersfield area. 
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Parameter 

Alternatives 

Hanford Area 

Corcoran Area 

AUenssrorth Area 

Wasco 

A 

-Shatter 

Bakersfield Area 

BNSF 

Hanford 

West 

Bypass 

BNSF 

Corcoran 

Elevated 

Corcoran 

BNSF 

AHenstvorth 

BNSF 

Wasco- 

Shafter 

Bypass 

BNSF 

Bakersfield 

South 

Bakersfield 

Hybrid 

Permanent Impacts 
to Wetlands (acres) 

0 

1.37 

9.81 

9.81 

3.30 

92.99 

25.23 

0 

0 

0.76 

0.56 

0.56 

Permanent Impacts 
to Waters of the 

U.S. (acres) 

48.87 

48.30 

42.38 

44.86 

37.09 

144.34 

152.02 

27.60 

17.12 

43.45 

33.56 

33.69 

Important Farmland 
Converted to Non- 
agricultural Uses 
(acres) 

1057 

809 

260 

106 

177 

467 

386 

676 

667 

0 

0 

0 

Williamson Act 

Land Converted to 
Non-agricultural 

Uses (acres) 

600 

411 

249 

93 

92 

298 

276 

229 

247 

0 

0 

0 

Number of 

Receptors Severely 
Impacted by Noise 
After Mitigation 

178 

287 

79 

27 

111 

14 

0 

504 

63 

10 

61 

61 

Commercial and 
Industrial Business 
Displacements 

3 

7 

16 

1 

0 

0 

0 

23 

4 

302 

135 

280 

Housing Unit 
Displacements 

62 

50 

52 

3 

31 

9 

0 

23 

18 

265 

272 

186 


1033-98 

The Authority conducted extensive public outreach before the circulation of the Draft 
EIR/EIS. This outreach included 12 public meetings aimed at soliciting community 
feedback and informing impacted communities about the project status. 

1033-99 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-03. 

1033-100 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-AQ-02, FB-Response-AQ-05. 

In addition, project construction emissions will be offset through a voluntary emissions 
reduction agreement (VERA) between the Authority and the San Joaquin Valley Air 
Pollution Control District, which will also help to reduce the construction related GHG 
emissions. 


1033-97 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-02. 

The procedural requirements for the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and the 
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) were followed during the environmental 
review of the Fresno to Bakersfield Section of the HST System. 

As discussed in Section 2.3.1, HST Project-Level Alternatives Development Process, of 
the Final EIR/EIS, the Authority implemented an alternatives analysis process to identify 
the full range of reasonable alternatives for the project, as required under Title 14 
California Code of Regulations (CCR) Section 15126.6 and Title 40 Code of Federal 
Regulations (CFR) Section 1502.15(a). This range of alternatives was analyzed in the 
EIR/EIS. 

Please refer to the section listed above for a discussion of the alternatives analysis 
process and findings. 


1033-101 

The use of cap-and-trade revenues for the HST system would not cause an impact of 
environmental concern. 

The use of cap-and-trade auction revenues as a funding backstop for the HST system 
was noted in the 2012 Business Plan. In January 2013, Governor Brown listed the HST 
system as a potential recipient of cap-and-trade auction revenues in his January budget 
proposal. Together, AB 1532 and SB 535 form the implementing statute where the 
California State Legislature provided direction on the process for allocating auction 
proceeds and the eligible uses for cap-and-trade auction proceeds. The Department of 
Finance is the lead agency that must develop and submit to the legislature a 3-year 
investment plan identifying priority programmatic investments of auction proceeds. The 
general categories that are authorized to receive funds include low-carbon 
transportation and infrastructure, strategic planning for sustainable infrastructure, energy 
efficiency and clean energy, natural resources, and solid waste diversion. 

1033-102 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-01, FB-Response-GENERAL-02. 
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1033-102 

The procedural requirements for NEPA and CEQA were followed during the 
environmental review of the Fresno to Bakersfield HST Section. 

As discussed in Section 2.3.1 of the EIR/EIS, the Authority implemented an alternatives 
analysis process to identify the full range of reasonable alternatives for the project as 
required under 14 CCR 15126.6 and 40 CFR 1502.15(a). This range of alternatives was 
analyzed in the EIR/EIS. 

Please refer to the listed section for a discussion of the alternatives analysis process 
and findings. 

1033-103 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-07. 

Pursuant to Public Resources Code §21092, the public outreach process for the Fresno 
to Bakersfield section of the HST has been extensive and includes hundreds of public 
meetings and briefings where public comments have been received, participation in 
community events where participation has been solicited, and educational materials 
have been developed and distributed to encourage feedback. These efforts are cited in 
Volume I Chapter 7. Public notification regarding the draft environmental documents 
took place in the following ways: A notification letter, an informational brochure, and a 
Notice of Availability (NOA) were prepared in English and Spanish and sent to 
landowners and tenants within 300 feet of all alignment alternatives. The letters notified 
landowners and tenants that their property may be necessary for construction (within the 
project construction footprint) of one or more of the alignment alternatives or project 
components being evaluated. Anyone who has requested to be notified or is in our 
stakeholder database was sent notification materials in English and Spanish. An e-mail 
communication of the notification materials was distributed to the entire stakeholder 
database. Public notices were placed in English and Spanish newspapers. Posters in 
English and Spanish were posted along the project right-of-way. 

1033-104 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-13. 


1033-105 

This comment suggests a CEQA rule that a lead agency must define its project based 
on available funding—in this case the funding available for the initial construction 
segment (ICS). CEQA includes no such rule, and courts cannot impose procedural or 
substantive requirements beyond those explicitly stated in the statute or Guidelines 
(Pub. Res. Code §21083.1). Such a rule would force lead agencies to redefine their 
projects every time funding changes, a result in direct conflict with the "rule of reason" 
that governs EIRs (Laurel Heights Improvement Assn. v. UC Regents (1988) 47 Cal .3d 
376, 406-407). 

The Authority has no control over Amtrak service. However, as stated in Section 2.8, the 
ICS will be available for immediate use for improved and faster service on the San 
Joaquin intercity line before HST service begins on the initial operating system in 2022, 
thus providing for independent utility consistent with ARRA. Air quality and noise and 
vibration effects associated with potential Amtrak use of the ICS have been added in this 
Final EIR/EIS. 

1033-106 

As stated in Section 2.1.2, Fresno to Bakersfield Section EIR/EIS Background, of the 
Final EIR/EIS, the Authority and FRA decided to reintroduce an alignment alternative 
west of Hanford to address substantive comments received during public and agency 
review, including requests from the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) and the 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) to include a Hanford West Bypass 
Alternative in the environmental analysis of the Draft EIR/EIS in an attempt to reduce or 
avoid significant environmental effects. The Authority conducted a supplemental 
alternatives analysis to further evaluate potential alignment alternatives west of Hanford, 
and on the basis of this analysis identified two Hanford West Bypass Alternatives to 
carry through the environmental analysis in this EIR/EIS (Authority and FRA 2011e). 

Both of these alternatives include a potential station site. 

The USACE and EPA made no such request regarding the State Route (SR) 99/Union 
Pacific Railroad (UPRR) or Interstate 5 (1-5) alternatives. The Authority and the FRA’s 
Statewide Program EIR/EIS selected the BNSF Railway (BNSF) route as the Preferred 
Alternative for the HST System between Fresno and Bakersfield (Authority and FRA 
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1033-106 

2005); see also Section 1.5, Tiering of Program EIR/EIS Documents. Therefore, the 
Final EIR/EIS focuses on alternative alignments along the general BNSF corridor. 

The procedural requirements for the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and the 
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) were followed during the environmental 
review of the Fresno to Bakersfield Section of the HST System. As discussed in Section 
2.3.1, HST Project-Level Alternatives Development Process, of the Final EIR/EIS, the 
Authority implemented an alternatives analysis process to identify the full range of 
reasonable alternatives for the project, as required under Title 14 California Code of 
Regulations (CCR) Section 15126.6 and Title 40 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) 
Section 1502.15(a). This range of alternatives was analyzed in the EIR/EIS. 

1033-107 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-02. 

As stated in Section 2.1.2, the Authority and FRA decided to reintroduce an alignment 
alternative west of Hanford to address substantive comments received during public and 
agency review, including requests from the USACE and USEPA to include a Hanford 
West Bypass Alternative in the environmental analysis of the Draft EIR/EIS in an attempt 
to reduce or avoid significant environmental effects. The Authority conducted a 
supplemental alternatives analysis to further evaluate potential alignment alternatives 
west of Hanford and on the basis of this analysis, identified two Hanford West Bypass 
alternatives to carry through the environmental analysis in this EIR/EIS (Authority and 
FRA 2011). Both of these alternatives include a potential station site. 

The USACE and USEPA made no such request regarding the SR 99/UPRR or 1-5 
alternatives. The Authority's and the FRA’s Statewide Program EIR/EIS (see Section 
1.5, Tiering of Program EIR/EIS Documents) selected the BNSF Railway route as the 
preferred alternative for the Central Valley HST between Fresno and Bakersfield. 
Therefore, the Revised Draft EIR/Supplemental Draft EIR/EIS focuses on alternative 
alignments along the general BNSF Railway corridor. 

The procedural requirements for NEPA and CEQA were followed during the 
environmental review of the Fresno to Bakersfield HST Section. As discussed in Section 


1033-107 

2.3.1 of the EIR/EIS, the Authority implemented an alternatives analysis process to 
identify the full range of reasonable alternatives for the project as required under 14 
CCR 15126.6 and 40 CFR 1502.15(a). This range of alternatives was analyzed in the 
EIR/EIS. 

1033-108 

The Final EIR has been revised to include language stating that in most locations in the 
Fresno to Bakersfield Section, roadway overpasses would be provided more frequently, 
approximately every mile or less, because of the existing roadway infrastructure. 
Consequently, out-of-direction travel would be limited to approximately 1 mile in nearly 
all locations in the project area. 

1033-109 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-PU&E-OI. 

1033-110 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-02. 

1033-111 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-12. 

1033-112 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-02, FB-Response-GENERAL-10. 

In the case of Hanford, it was not feasible to follow the BNSF Railway (BNSF) corridor 
through the city. The BNSF corridor in the Hanford area has several curves that are too 
severe for an HST alignment, and constructing the HST project through Hanford would 
have resulted in a substantial impact to residential and commercial properties in the city. 
For those reasons, the Preferred Alternative for the Fresno to Bakersfield Section in the 
Statewide Program EIR/EIS for the California High-Speed Rail System (Authority and 
FRA 2005) was selected to bypass Hanford. 
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1033-113 1033-116 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-02, FB-Response-GENERAL-10. Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-24. 


In the case of Flanford, it was not feasible to follow the BNSF Railway through the city. 
The BNSF Railway in the Flanford area has several curves too severe for an FIST and 
constructing the HST through Hanford would have resulted in a substantial impact to 
residential and commercial properties in the city. That is why the preferred alignment for 
the Fresno to Bakersfield Section was selected to bypass Hanford in the Statewide 
Program EIR/EIS for the California High-Speed Rail System. 

1033-114 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-02, FB-Response-GENERAL-10. 

In the case of Hanford, it was not feasible to follow the BNSF Railway (BNSF) corridor 
through the city. The BNSF corridor in the Hanford area has several curves that are too 
severe for an HST alignment, and constructing the HST project through Hanford would 
have resulted in a substantial impact to residential and commercial properties in the city. 
For those reasons, the Preferred Alternative for the Fresno to Bakersfield Section in the 
Statewide Program EIR/EIS for the California High-Speed Rail System (Authority and 
FRA 2005) was selected to bypass Hanford. 

1033-115 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-HWR-02. 

Stormwater will be infiltrated at the low points of the wildlife crossings to meet storm 
drainage standing water limitations. 

The design of this structure has been clarified in Chapter 2, Project Description. A small 
berm (or lip) would be located at the entrance of the wildlife structure to prevent water 
from entering during small storm events. Swales would be directed around this lip. The 
structure would fill with water during the 100-year event and act as a hydraulic 
conveyance point through the embankment. This has been clarified in the Final EIS/EIR. 


1033-117 

A considerable degree of study has been conducted to model HST ridership levels, 
including the potential shift in modes of travel. While all forecasts have an inherent level 
of uncertainty, the ridership forecasts described in the EIR/EIS appropriately support the 
feasibility of the project and present a valid approach to determine the reasonable range 
of potential impacts. 

The forecasts of HST ridership used in the EIR/EIS were developed from 2005 to 2008 
by Cambridge Systematics, a national leader in transportation economics and modeling 
with extensive current experience in transportation issues throughout California. Before 
modeling changes in modes of travel that could result from implementation of the HST, a 
detailed picture of current and future trip-making in California was developed. The 
volume of present travel among cities and rural regions was estimated from highway 
traffic counts, federal data on air trips, existing and new surveys of origins and 
destinations of trips, Caltrans data, and many other sources. The cost and speed of 
travel by air, car, and train, including getting to stations and airports and parking at 
destinations, were developed. Growth in traffic was projected from state forecasts of 
population, employment, and household income growth and from the known 
relationships of these factors with travel volumes. 

An extensive U.S. and international body of research and experience exists on why 
people pick cars, planes, transit, or other ways to travel for a specific trip. To develop the 
forecast model, over 4,000 existing surveys of California inter-regional travelers were 
combined with 2,700 new surveys collected in 2005 specifically to determine their 
sensitivity to cost, speed, and convenience. Cambridge Systematics developed a 
detailed 4,667-zone model for the entire state to forecast travel between regions. The 
economic and household characteristics were forecast for each zone in the year 2030 
based on data and forecasts from state, regional, and local government agencies. A 
detailed description of system capacity, speeds, service levels, cost, and traffic 
congestion for the highway and local transit networks was developed for 2030 from the 
fiscally constrained long-range transportation plans of each regional planning agency. 
Finally, future air and intercity conventional rail service reflecting current service levels 
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1033-117 

and planned investments were incorporated. The high-speed train line and stations were 
added using fares, travel times between stations, and time between trains provided by 
the Authority. A peer review panel of local, national, and international travel model and 
high-speed train experts reviewed and commented on the modeling assumptions, 
methodologies, and results during each stage of model development. 

1033-118 

The Authority is considering two sites for the Kings/Tulare Regional Station: the West 
alternative and East alternative sites. The Authority’s criteria and environmental impacts 
will be considered in the selection of a potential station for the Kings/Tulare Regional 
Station. The Kings/Tulare Regional Station sites were chosen due to the location 
between the Visalia and Hanford population centers that the station is intended to serve, 
and the station would act as a regional station for Kings and Tulare counties. 

1033-119 

The Authority is considering two sites for the Kings/Tulare Regional Station: the West 
alternative and East alternative sites. The Authority’s criteria and environmental impacts 
will be considered in the selection of a potential station for the Kings/Tulare Regional 
Station. The Kings/Tulare Regional Station sites were chosen due to the location 
between the Visalia and Hanford population centers that the station is intended to serve, 
and the station would act as a regional station for Kings and Tulare counties. 

1033-120 

Table 2-17 provides the approximate schedule for construction. Final design of the 
project will be completed by the design-build contractor following contract award and 
issuance of the Notice to Proceed for each construction package. 

1033-121 

The purpose of this Figure is to convey the idea of perception of a sound level, not the 
impact of a sound level. It is very difficult to convey how loud something is without 
comparing the noise level to other sources to which people can relate. Typically the 
given outdoor noise sources listed are often perceived at a distance of 50 feet, and the 
indoor sources are experienced at a distance of 3 feet. The point is not the distance, but 


1033-121 

the perceived noise level that people generally experience next to sources with which 
they are familiar at distances that are typical so they have a reference that is common to 
them. 

1033-122 

If the noise levels of the HST on the left side of the graph were reduced to a distance of 
50 feet, all of the noise levels would increase by about 3 decibels. 

1033-123 

Ambient noise measurements conducted on the northern/northeastern portion of the 
Hanford East alignment are located far enough away from the existing BNSF railroad 
and SR 43 that these two noise sources contribute less to the overall ambient noise 
level than homes located very close to the two noise sources. Homes located near the 
Hanford East alignment would expect to have very similar ambient noise levels due to 
this already far distance. 

The ambient noise measurements conducted at noise-sensitive receivers located near 
the southern portion of the Hanford East alignment are located near SR 43 and the 
existing BNSF railroad. Therefore, the ambient noise levels that were obtained at noise- 
sensitive receivers on the southeast end of Hanford would be similar to homes located 
near the Hanford East alignment since SR 43 is a dominant noise source. 

1033-124 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-N&V-03, FB-Response-N&V-05. 

1033-125 

The FRA and FTA guidelines are used for this project. All vibration analyses were 
conducted through their recommendation and according to their standards. 

Vibration measurement locations for determining existing vibration levels due to railroad 
operations needed to be meet certain criteria in order for measurements to be 
conducted. Measurements needed to be conducted near residences that were currently 
located near the existing BNSF rail line as well as the proposed HSR alignment. This 
allows for the collection of existing vibration data at homes located at homes currently 
experiencing vibration from existing railroad operations, and who could potentially be 
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impacted by future HSR operations. 

In addition to the 9 sites, the Noise group worked with the project geologists to come up 
with 18 locations where transfer mobility testing could be conducted. This testing is used 
to determine the characteristics of vibration transmission through the soil on a frequency 
basis. This data is used for modeling future operational vibration levels from the HST 
train sets in locations where existing data could not be collected. These 18 sites were 
chosen in order to measures at sites that were representative of the types of soils in 
each area of the alignment. 

1033-126 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-N&V-03. 

The FRA and FTA guidelines are used for this project. All vibration analyses were 
conducted through their recommendation and according to their standards. 

Vibration measurement locations needed to be meet certain criteria in order for 
measurements to be conducted. Measurements needed to be conducted near 
residences that were currently located near the existing BNSF rail line as well as the 
proposed HSR alignment. 

The Noise group worked with expert geologists and ATS Consulting to come up with the 
18 transfer mobility testing sites that were representative of the types of soils in each 
area of the alignment. The locations of the transfer mobility sites are listed in Table 6-43 
in the Fresno to Bakersfield HST Technical Report. During the measurements, vibration 
data were collected at nineteen 1/3 octave bands from 5 Hz up to 315 Hz from several 
accelerometers simultaneously. Once the field data were collected, then the data were 
processed by calculating the line source transfer mobility (LSTM) for each 1/3 octave 
band. The LSTM calculation consists of a line integration of the point source transfer 
mobilities at each accelerometer position. The LSTM values were then added to the 
force density values for the Pendolino system at each 1/3 octave band. The results 
produce the projected vibration level in VdB for the HST trainset at a given distance for 
each 1/3 octave band. The vibration levels at each measurement site corrected for 
velocity (220 mph), and plotted relative to distance from the source, are presented in 
Figure 6-1 in the Fresno to Bakersfield HST Technical Report. 


1033-127 

Ground-borne vibrations are a known effect from the design and operation of high-speed 
rail projects worldwide. The magnitude of the effect is highly dependent on the proximity 
of the receiver to the source and on soil conditions through which the vibrations must 
travel. Given that detailed work to investigate ground conditions will be carried out by the 
design/build contractor, it is not until this information is known that the magnitude of 
these effects can be calculated and suitable mitigation measures designed. Should the 
Authority choose the BNSF (east of Hanford) alternative, the HST would be on a viaduct 
that would be expanded to form the Kings/Tulare Regional Station. This structure is 
likely to have very different vibration behavior than operating the project at-grade. This is 
partly because the substantial mass of structure between the source of vibration and the 
ground will make it very difficult for “relatively low mass” trains to excite the structure at 
frequencies that are conducive to ground transmission, but also because there will be a 
higher proportion of trains slowing to a stop than will be seen on sections of the 
alignment between stops. This will further inhibit the generation of resonances in the 
structure from higher-speed trains. 

Guidelines published by the FRA and Federal Transit Administration govern the 
evaluation of noise and vibration effects for this project. All vibration analyses were 
conducted consistent with this guidance, including the identification of specific locations 
for performing measurements. These measurements were conducted near residences 
that were located near the existing BNSF rail line as well as the proposed HSR 
alignment. The Authority's consultant team, which included noise and vibration experts 
and geologists, worked together to identify 18 transfer mobility testing sites that were 
representative of the types of soils in each area of the alignment. 

1033-128 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-N&V-03. 

The FRA and Federal Transit Administration guidelines are used for this project. All 
vibration analyses were conducted through their recommendation and according to their 
standards. 

Vibration measurement locations needed to meet certain criteria in order for 
measurements to be conducted. Measurements needed to be conducted near 
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1033-128 

residences that were currently located near the existing BNSF rail line as well as the 
proposed HSR alignment. 

The Noise group worked with expert geologists and ATS Consulting to come up with the 
18 transfer mobility testing sites that were representative of the types of soils in each 
area of the alignment. The locations of the transfer mobility sites are listed in Table 6-43 
in the Fresno to Bakersfield HST Technical Report. During the measurements, vibration 
data were collected at nineteen 1/3 octave bands from 5 Hz up to 315 Hz from several 
accelerometers simultaneously. Once the field data were collected, then the data were 
processed by calculating the line source transfer mobility (LSTM) for each 1/3 octave 
band. The LSTM calculation consists of a line integration of the point source transfer 
mobilities at each accelerometer position. The LSTM values were then added to the 
force density values for the Pendolino system at each 1/3 octave band. The results 
produce the projected vibration level in VdB for the HST trainset at a given distance for 
each 1/3 octave band. The vibration levels at each measurement site corrected for 
velocity (220 mph), and plotted relative to distance from the source, are presented in 
Figure 6-1 in the Fresno to Bakersfield HST Technical Report. 

1033-129 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-21, FB-Response-N&V-03, FB- 
Response-N&V-05. 

As the California Supreme Court has directed, “An EIR ... need not analyze a ‘worst 
case scenario’ and ‘need not identify and analyze all possible resources that might serve 
the Project should the anticipated resources fail to materialize.” {VineyardArea Citizens 
for Responsible Growth, Inc. v. City of Rancho Cordova (2007) 40 Cal.4th 412, 453. 
Nevertheless, the Authority and FRA took a conservative approach. Chapter 5, "Noise 
and Vibration Prediction Methodology" of the Noise and Vibration Technical Report 
describes how the noise modeling was developed based on the following example HSR 
systems: TGV, Eurostar, ICE, and Shinkansen to conservatively predict noise from 
operations of an HST and then tested for accuracy (Authority & FRA July 2012). 

1033-130 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-N&V-05, FB-Response-GENERAL-21. 


1033-131 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-21, FB-Response-N&V-03, FB- 
Response-N&V-05. 

1033-132 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-N&V-OI. 

The thresholds and criteria for noise impacts on animals are included in Table 3.4-5 in 
Section 3.4, Noise and Vibration, of the Final EIR/EIS. This table includes a sound 
exposure level (SEL) threshold of 100 A-weighted decibels (dBA). The average SEL for 
an HST pass-by at the fence is expected to be about 98 dB, which is just below the 
threshold. Given that this project is federally funded, it is subject to the noise standards 
adopted by the FRA, which include the 100-dBA SEL metric for startle and annoyance 
effects from a single pass-by. 

The Schomer and Associates (April 2001) study provides a discussion of airport noise 
annoyance in areas where people reside and questions the DoD and FAA aircraft noise 
impact criterions. The study does not provide a discussion of rail noise impacts or 
criticize FRA methodologies. 

1033-133 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-N&V-03. 

1033-134 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-N&V-03. 

The frequency of noise was taken into account in the noise model. The noise metric 
"Ldn" is a cumulative noise metric that takes noise events for an entire 24-hour period 
into account. 

1033-135 

Under Section 8.4.8 Mitigation of Construction Noise: “If complaints arise, the contractor 
shall initiate a construction noise monitoring plan to ensure the construction noise levels 
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at the nearest noise-sensitive land uses are within the limits of the noise ordinance.” 
Mitigation measures will include the following: 

Contractor shall establish a phone line into which the public can register noise 
complaints corresponding to construction activities associated with the HST project. 

The contractor will log all complaints received from the public. 

1033-136 

Construction noise monitoring will be initiated if noise complaints from project 
construction activities arise at any noise sensitive areas in the vicinity of the project. At 
that time, noise level measurements will be conducted during construction activities at 
the nearest property line of the complainant. These results will be compared to the FTA 
Construction Noise Assessment Criteria listed in Table 3.4-1. The noise measurement 
will be recorded on a Field Measurement Data Sheet. Data will include the nature of the 
complaint, the location of the complaint, construction activities causing the complaint 
and recorded noise levels. If the measured construction noise levels exceed the criteria 
in Table 3.4-1, then the recorded noise levels will be compared to the Federal Flighway 
Administration (FHWA) construction equipment reference noise level data contained in 
the FHWA Roadway Construction Noise Model (RCNM) to assess whether each piece 
of construction equipment is operating at the reference noise levels as predicted by the 
environmental documentation. If the construction equipment is found to exceed the 
allowable noise levels, then the contractor will ensure that the construction equipment 
on site meets the levels listed in Table 8-2 “Noise Level of Typical Construction 
Equipment at 50 feet (dBA Lmax)”. If construction noise levels are still exceeded at the 
nearest property line of the complainant, the noise mitigation measures will 
implemented. Noise measurements will then be conducted long enough to show that 
any required noise mitigation measures reduce the construction related noise levels to 
within the applicable noise standards. 

1033-137 

If a complaint is reported, noise measurements will be conducted in the vicinity of the 
complaint location to document the construction noise levels and other noise sources in 
the area that are not related to construction activities. If equipment is found to exceed 


1033-137 

the allowable noise levels, then noise monitoring will continue and noise mitigation 
measures will be implemented as required. Noise measurements will then be 
conducted long enough to show that any required noise mitigation measures reduce the 
construction related noise levels to within the applicable noise standards. 

1033-138 

The Authority has the full responsibility for implementation of the mitigation measures. 
The HST project financing includes funding for the cost of property acquisition and 
relocation of all displaced residents, as well as all other costs associated with fulfilling 
the mitigation measures. 

1033-139 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-N&V-05. 

1033-140 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-N&V-05. 

The economic feasibility of sound barrier is based on the Caltrans noise analysis 
protocol for new highway construction (refer to Noise and Vibration Studies in the 
Caltrans Standard Environmental Reference at http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/env/noise/). 
Based on that protocol, a 2009 allowance of $45,000 was provided per benefited 
receptor. A benefited receptor is a dwelling unit that is predicted to receive a noise 
reduction of at least 5 dBA from the proposed noise abatement measure. A receptor can 
be a benefited receptor even if it is not subject to 

a noise impact from the project. The value of $45,000 was based on the published 
Caltrans annual Construction Price Index (CPI) for 2009 when the EIR/EIS was initiated. 

The calculated economic feasibility of noise mitigation has been added to Appendix 3.4 
of the Final EIR/EIS. 

1033-141 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-N&V-05. 
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1033-142 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-N&V-05. 

There are over 1,470 severely impacted receptors without mitigation for the Bakersfield 
Hybrid alignment, and there are less than 300 severely impacted receptors without 
mitigation for the Hanford West alignments. 

For the West Hanford Alternative 1 alignment, there would be approximately 232 
severely impacted receivers and they are not eligible for sound walls due to economic 
unfeasibility. For the Bakersfield Hybrid alignment, Barrier 1 would benefit 224 severely 
impacted receivers. These receivers meet the criteria for a sound wall. 

The reason why West Hanford Alternative 1 does not have a sound barrier is because 
the receivers are spread over a greater distance and the cost per benefitted receiver is 
greater than $45,000. 

The economic feasibility of sound barriers is based on California High-Speed Train 
Project Noise and Vibration Mitigation Guidelines. A benefited receptor is a dwelling unit 
that is predicted to receive a noise reduction of at least 5 dBA from the proposed noise 
abatement measure. A receptor can be a benefited receptor even if it is not subject to a 
noise impact from the project.. 

1033-143 

Wells/tanks/pipelines currently located adjacent to the existing BNSF tracks are subject 
to vibration levels substantially higher than the vibration levels that would be generated 
by HST operations. If the wells/tanks/pipelines are not currently experiencing any of 
these problems under existing conditions, they would not be expected to experience 
these problems with the addition of HST operations. According the Federal Rail 
Administration Transit (FTA, 2006) Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment Table 12-3, 
buildings extremely susceptible to vibration damage would show signs of damage at a 
peak particle velocity (PPV) of 0.12 in/sec., which is approximately equal to 90 VdB. 
Using the fall-off rate for vibration levels due to distance, a PPV level of 0.12 in/sec. 
would occur at a distance of about 11 feet from the HST centerline. The HST property 
line is 50 feet from the centerline, and at this distance, the vibration level is expected to 
be a PPV of 0.012 in/sec. This level is one-tenth the PPV level listed for buildings 
extremely susceptible to vibration damage set by the FTA. Given that all existing fragile 


1033-143 

underground wells, tanks, or pipelines would be more than 50 feet from the HST 
centerline, it is highly unlikely that the vibration level at those structures would cause any 
damage. 

1033-144 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-N&V-05. 

To clarify, CEQA requires mitigation for those impacts that are potentially significant. For 
impacts for which there is substantial evidence showing that the impact would be less 
than significant, then mitigation measures are not required. Consistent with CEQA, the 
Authority and FRA apply mitigation measures to reduce the significance of potential 
impacts to a less than significant level and do not apply mitigation measures for impacts 
determined to be less than significant. 

1033-145 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-N&V-03. 

The impact of noise from the HST is not dependent upon whether the train noise is 
audible, but how much the noise from the HST increases the overall level in the area. 
This increase is dependent upon what the existing ambient noise level is in the area. As 
for noise attenuation from the HST system, this is addressed in Section A1.1.2.1, 
“Divergence” of the Noise and Vibration Technical Report. Taking all factors into 
consideration, the noise from the HST system during operation was modeled at a rate of 
about 4.5 dB for every doubling of distance from the ROW centerline. At what point the 
train noise is no longer audible is directly dependent upon what the ambient noise level 
is in a given area. If the noise level from the HST is 10 to 20 below the existing ambient 
noise level in that area, then the noise from the HST would be harder to hear than if the 
HST noise were equal to the existing ambient noise level. 

1033-146 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-N&V-05. 

The height of the rails was taken into account when calculating the noise and 
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1033-146 

determining the impacts to noise sensitive land uses. HST noise levels calculated from 
rails elevated on structures was calculated separately from noise levels generated 
where the rails are on the ground. Noise from trains on elevated structures will emanate 
further than will noise from trains on the ground. The noise levels from the BNSF 
Railroad through Hanford can be audible several miles outside of town primarily due to 
the low frequency component coming from the diesel engines. Since the HST will be 
electrically powered, low frequency noise from diesel engines will not be a component. 

1033-147 

The May 1988, “Effect of Train Induced Vibrations on Houses - A Case Study”, is based 
on measurements adjacent to the Canadian National Railways (CN) main line near the 
city of Kamloops, British Columbia. The CN railway hauls heavy freight trains pulled by 
diesel engines, which produce significantly more vibration than does the train sets 
proposed for the HST project. The vibration contour distances found in the EIR/EIS are 
specific to the force density of the train set modeled, and the transfer mobility of the soil 
composition along the proposed HST alignments. The latter values are based on 
transfer mobility tests that were conducted specifically for this project and are consistent 
with FRA and FTA methodologies. Vibration contour distances can be found in Table 
3.4-13 of the HST EIR/EIS. 

1033-148 

According to a USGS study, “Ground Water Atlas of the United States,” the primary 
cause of land subsidence in the Sacramento and the San Joaquin Valleys has been the 
compaction of fine-grained sediments (predominantly clay) in the aquifer system 
following severe, long-term withdrawal of ground water in excess of recharge. The 
amount of such subsidence in an area is related to the amount of withdrawal and the 
percentage of the withdrawal zone composed of clay beds. Compaction occurs when 
the hydraulic head in the confined parts of the aquifer system is lowered, thus reducing 
the hydraulic head in the clay beds, which, in turn, reduces the pore pressure in the clay. 
The weight of overlying sediments compacts the clay and squeezes water out of the clay 
until equilibrium is reached with the pore pressure in the clay. Compaction is directly 
related the amount of water in the aquifer and is not expected to be influenced by the 
vibrations produced by HST operations. 


1033-149 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-AG-06. 

People and businesses in California use electric power and radio frequency (RF) 
communications for many purposes and services, in homes, businesses, farms, and 
factories. The intensive use of electric power and RF communications in California and 
all developed countries has ensured that the potential health effects of electromagnetic 
fields and resulting currents and voltages on people and animals have been thoroughly 
studied. As a result, the levels at which electromagnetic fields (EMFs) and RF fields can 
cause health or behavior effects are well established. Broadly used international 
standards were created based on intensive investigation to ensure that: 

* EMF and RF fields and resulting stray currents and voltages are measured and 
controlled. 

* Fields do not disturb or injure people or animals. 

(1) EMFs: Regarding EMFs, as noted in the Draft EIR/EIS, the 2008 McGill University 
study of cows in pens noted no significant health or behavior effects on the cows or milk 
production from exposure to EMF levels typical of a full-load 735-kilovolt (kV) utility 
power transmission line (McGill University 2008). The test levels were a magnetic field 
of 330 milligauss (mG) and a 60-hertz (Hz) electric field of 10 kilovolts per meter (kV/m). 
The researchers measured melatonin levels, prolactin levels, milk production, milk fat 
content, dry-matter intake by cows, and reproductive outcomes. Although a few 
statistically significant changes in these factors were found, none of the changes were 
outside the normal range for cows. The study concluded that the EMF exposure did not 
harm the cows or reduce milk productivity. Since 735-kV utility power transmission lines 
run up and down the state of California, cattle and people near those lines are exposed 
to these levels on a continuing basis. Consistent with the McGill University study, 
epidemiological evidence does not indicate that cattle or people near existing 735-kV 
utility power transmission lines are generally or broadly affected by the fields. 

California HST traction power 60-Hz current will flow in the overhead contact system 
(OCS) and in the running rails to provide power to the trains. The traction power system 
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is called a 2x25 kV system, because it uses 25-kV voltage for the trains and uses two 
nearby cables with opposite phase of the 25 kV to distribute the power down the 
tracks. The currents in this HST 2x25 kV system create EMFs and static electric fields 
near the tracks. However, the HST levels will be lower than the fields typical of a 735-kV 
utility power transmission line because the separation between the HST OCS cables is 
less, cable-to-cable voltage levels and cable current levels are less, and the HST cables 
are closer to the ground so that they are closer to the reducing effect of the fields in the 
ground, all compared with the 735-kV utility power cables. 

The Authority's Technical Memorandum 300.07, EIR/EIS Assessment of CHST 
Alignment EMF Footprint, shows that at the closest fence line to the HST tracks, the 
expected magnetic field is 60 mG, less than one-fifth the level from a transmission line 
(Authority 2012d). Because cattle cannot be inside the fence line and people can only 
be inside the fence line at passenger stations, the possible California HST EMF 
exposure is: 

* Low compared with 735-kV utility power transmission lines. 

* And therefore below the level at which the McGill study showed no effect on cows 
and milk production. 

Similarly, the electric field from the HST 25-kV 60-Hz OCS would be low compared with 
the exposure from a 735-kV utility power transmission line. 

(2) Stray Voltage and Currents: Stray voltages occur when there is a voltage or 
potential difference between the neutral conductor on an electrical system and the 
ground (earth). Stray currents occur when the earth conducts some of the current of a 
power system. Stray voltages and currents exist whenever a power system has more 
than one connection to the earth, so they are a general condition in homes, factories, 
farms, and anywhere electric power is used. As a result, engineers and power systems 
have well-established procedures and standards to provide protection against the 
effects of stray voltages and currents. 

Stray voltages and currents can cause shocks, as described in the Revised 


1033-149 

DEIR/Supplemental DEIS under Impact EMF/EMI #8 - Potential for Nuisance Shocks. 

The California HST traction power and rail designs recognize the need to control stray 
voltages and currents to avoid shocks. The bonding and grounding of HST equipment 
will fulfill the requirements of EN 50122-1:2011, Railway applications - Fixed installations 
- Electrical safety, earthing and the return circuit - Part 1: Protective provisions against 
electric shock, Section 9.2.2. This standard was established specifically to protect 
people near traction power systems like the one for the HST project. International 
Electrotechnical Commission (IEC) standard TS 60479-1:2007, Effects of current on 
human beings and livestock - Part 1: General aspects, is a related document that 
provides specific guidance for protecting livestock. 

For the HST System, the running rails will be periodically connected to earth all along 
the track, and the rails will carry a significant amount of train propulsion current, called 
return current. This return current will create a stray voltage along the rails, which also 
will be connected to the earth due to the periodic grounding. 

The project will calculate the maximum stray voltages and will provide all necessary 
protections against shock from stray voltage, such as grounding procedures for metal 
fences, buildings, buried pipes, and aboveground irrigation pipes that run parallel to the 
track. 

The California HST project will avoid disturbing or injuring cattle or other animals or 
people near the HST track by: 

* Using the broad knowledge of currents and fields from existing electric railways 
in the U.S. and around the world. 

* Learning from experience in preventing adverse effects. 

* Performing the California HST Program actions to apply necessary protections 
along the HST track. 

(3) Rebuttals: The paper by Hillman et al. referenced in the comment describes the 
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negative effects of poorly designed or failed power systems on cows and the techniques 
to correct the problem (Hillman et al. 2004). The Hillman paper cites the McGill 
University 2008 research, which the HST project has also used. The Hillman et al. paper 
is consistent with the planned HST design provisions to protect people and animals. 

The paper by Webb referenced in the comment (Webb n.d.) is a web page from the 
Canadian Society of Dowsers, whose website says "... dowsing is a tool to increase 
spirituality." As such, dowsing and the Webb paper do not apply to analysis or 
investigation of electromagnetic field effects. 

Other statements correctly note that stray voltage would be a normal part of the 
California HST System, as it is of electric railways around the world. The Draft EIR/EIS 
notes the analysis, investigation, international standards, research, and mitigations that 
the project will apply to protect people and cattle. The application of these analyses, 
investigations, and standards will address this concern. 

(4) Conclusion: The electromagnetic effects of electric railways are well understood 
from broad worldwide experience. The California HST project is using the conventional 
practices and appropriate analysis tools to ensure that all necessary protections and 
provisions will be used for the HST System. For these reasons, EMF effects on livestock 
would have negligible intensity under the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), 
and the impact would be less than significant under the California Environmental Quality 
Act (CEQA). 

1033-150 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-07. 

1033-151 

Stray voltages occur when there is a voltage or potential difference between the neutral 
conductor on an electrical system and the ground (earth). Stray currents occur when 
the earth conducts some of the current of a power system. Stray voltages and currents 
exist whenever a power system has more than one connection to the earth, so they are 
a general condition in homes, factories, farms, and anywhere electric power is used. As 
a result, engineers and power systems have well-established procedures and standards 


1033-151 

to provide protection against effects of stray voltages and currents. 

Regarding corrosion effects of stray current, this is a significant concern for electrified 
transit systems which use DC power. The one-way current flow of DC power causes a 
continuing removal of metal from buried pipelines under some conditions. By 
comparison, AC power systems, such as the California HST and utility power systems 
around the world, do not cause continuing removal of metal, since the direction of 
current switches back and forth in each power cycle, 60 times per second. 

The techniques which control stray voltages and currents to prevent against shocks are 
described in the Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS under Impact EMF/EMI #8 - 
Potential for Nuisance Shocks. These same provisions further reduced the possibility of 
corrosion of pipes or other buried metal structures. 

Section 3.5, Electromagnetic Fields and Electromagnetic Interference, Impact EMF/EMI 
#7, page 3.5-17, of the Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS evaluates corrosion impacts 
on pipelines, cables, and adjoining rail in detail. 

The analysis states that if adjacent pipelines and other linear metallic structures 
belonging to neighbors of the HST are not sufficiently grounded through the direct 
contact with earth, the project would include additional grounding of pipelines and other 
linear metallic objects adjacent to the HST, in coordination with the affected owner or 
utility, as part of the construction of the HST system. Alternatively, insulating joints or 
couplings may be installed in continuous metallic pipes to prevent current flow. The 
potential for corrosion from ground currents would be avoided by installing supplemental 
grounding or by insulating sections in continuous metallic objects in accordance with 
standard HST designs. 

The California HST traction power and rail designs recognize the need to control stray 
voltages and currents to avoid shocks. The bonding and grounding of HST equipment 
will fulfill the requirements of EN 50122-1:2011, Railway applications - Fixed installations 
- Electrical safety, earthing and the return circuit - Part 1: Protective provisions against 
electric shock, Section 9.2.2. This standard was established specifically to protect 
people near traction power systems like the one for the HST. 
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For the California HST, the running rails will be periodically connected to earth all along 
the track, and the rails will carry a significant amount of train propulsion current, called 
return current. This return current will create a stray voltage along the rails, which also 
will be connected to the earth due to the periodic grounding, 

The project will calculate the maximum stray voltages, and will provide all necessary 
protections against shock from stray voltage (such as grounding procedures for metal 
fences, buildings, buried pipes, aboveground irrigation pipes, etc., which run parallel to 
the track). 

The California HST project will avoid damaging buried structures through corrosion and 
avoid disturbing or injuring cattle or other animals or people near the HST track by: 

* Using the broad knowledge of currents and fields from existing electric railways in the 
U.S. and around the world. 

* Learning from the experience in preventing adverse effects. 

* Performing the HST project actions to apply necessary protections along the HST 
track. 

A Mitigation Monitoring and Enforcement Plan (MMEP) is required to ensure that 
adopted project design features and mitigation measures are successfully implemented. 
The Authority is the lead agency for the proposed project and is responsible for 
implementation of the MMEP. The MMEP will be active through all phases of the project, 
including design, construction, and operation. The project will be developed in phases 
and may include permits required for implementation of project components. There are 
mitigation measures that must be continuously implemented throughout the 
development and operation of the HST project. The MMEP identifies those mitigation 
measures required by the Authority to mitigate or avoid significant adverse impacts 
associated with the implementation of the proposed project, identifies the entity 
responsible for the monitoring and timing of the implementation, identifies the project 
phase each measure applies to, and verifies completion. The MMEP is also an aid to 
implementing the measures, monitoring their effectiveness, and preparing 
documentation. As individual mitigation measures are completed, the compliance 
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monitor will sign and date the MMEP, indicating that the required mitigation measure 
has been completed for the subject period. The compliance monitor will also note the 
documentation (title of the monitoring report) that was submitted for each mitigation 
measure. 

1033-152 

Section 3.5, Electromagnetic Fields and Electromagnetic Interference, page 3.5-18, 
discusses impacts of ground currents on corrosion of underground pipelines and cables. 
As evaluated in the Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS, AC ground currents have a 
much lower propensity to cause corrosion in parallel conductors than the direct current 
used by rail transit lines, such as the Bay Area Rapid Transit or the Los Angeles County 
Metropolitan Transportation Authority. Nonetheless, the stray AC currents might cause 
corrosion by galvanic action. If adjacent pipelines and other linear metallic structures are 
not sufficiently grounded through direct contact with earth, the project would separately 
ground pipelines and other linear metallic objects in coordination with the affected owner 
or utility, as part of the construction of the HST system. Alternatively, insulating joints or 
couplings may be installed in continuous metallic pipes to prevent current flow. The 
possibility for corrosion from ground currents would be avoided by installing 
supplemental grounding or insulating sections in continuous metallic objects in 
accordance with standard HST designs. 

The California HST project is implementing an Electromagnetic Compatibility Program 
Plan (EMCPP) during project planning, construction, and operation to achieve and 
ensure electromagnetic compatibility (EMC) with neighboring systems and equipment, 
including radio communications. The EMCPP's purpose is to ensure that the HST 
system, including its trains, traction power system, and communications systems, do not 
interfere with neighbors or with HST equipment. 

As one of the EMCPP activities, the project will calculate the maximum stray voltages, 
and will provide all necessary protections against shock from stray voltage (such as 
grounding procedures for metal fences, buildings, buried pipes, aboveground irrigation 
pipes) that run parallel to the track. 
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The California HST project is implementing an Electromagnetic Compatibility Program 
Plan (EMCPP) during project planning, construction, and operation to achieve and 
ensure electromagnetic compatibility (EMC) with neighboring systems and equipment, 
including radio communications. The EMCPP's purpose is to ensure that the California 
HST project, including its trains, traction power system, and communications systems, 
do not interfere with neighbors or with California HST equipment. 

As one of the EMCPP activities, the Authority would positively locate metal pipelines and 
infrastructure within the potential impact area before construction. This would be done 
by probing, potholing, using electronic detection, reviewing as-built designs, or other 
means. The Authority is actively assimilating information on existing and planned 
utilities. The designs presented in the Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS are preliminary 
(15%-30% complete). The Authority will coordinate with utility owners to refine this 
information, identifying and evaluating all known facilities within the footprint during 
future design phases. 

1033-154 

The project will calculate the maximum stray voltages, and will provide all necessary 
protections against shock from stray voltage (such as grounding procedures for metal 
fences, buildings, buried pipes, and aboveground irrigation pipes) that run parallel to the 
track. 

The Authority is implementing an Electromagnetic Compatibility Program Plan (EMCPP) 
during project planning, construction, and operation to achieve and ensure 
electromagnetic compatibility (EMC) with neighboring systems and equipment, including 
radio communications. The EMCPP's purpose is to ensure that the California HST 
project, including its trains, traction power system, and communications systems, do not 
interfere with neighbors or with HST equipment. 

As one of the EMCPP activities, the Authority would positively locate metal pipelines and 
infrastructure within the potential impact area before construction. As noted in Section 
3.5, Electromagnetic Fields and Electromagnetic Interference, page 3.5-13, installation 
of standard corrosion protection will eliminate risk of substantial corrosion. 
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Section 3.5, Electromagnetic Fields and Electromagnetic Interference, page 3.5-11, 
states that standard HST design provisions would avoid the potential for corrosion of 
underground pipelines and cables. Page 3.5-13 of the Revised DEIR/Supplemental 
DEIS further states that if adjacent pipelines and other linear metallic structures are not 
sufficiently grounded through the direct contact with earth, the project would separately 
ground pipelines and other linear metallic objects in coordination with the affected owner 
or utility, as part of the construction of the HST system. Alternatively, insulating joints or 
couplings may be installed in continuous metallic pipes to prevent current flow. The 
possibility for corrosion from ground currents would be avoided by installing 
supplemental grounding or insulating sections in continuous metallic objects in 
accordance with standard HST designs. 

A Mitigation Monitoring and Enforcement Plan (MMEP) is required to ensure that 
adopted project design features and mitigation measures are successfully implemented. 
The Authority is the lead agency for the proposed project and is responsible for 
implementation of the MMEP. The MMEP will be active through all phases of the project, 
including design, construction, and operation. The project will be developed in phases 
and may include permits required for implementation of project components. There are 
mitigation measures that must be continuously implemented throughout the 
development and operation of the HST project. The MMEP identifies those mitigation 
measures required by the Authority to mitigate or avoid significant adverse impacts 
associated with the implementation of the proposed project, identifies the entity 
responsible for the monitoring and timing of the implementation, identifies the project 
phase each measure applies to, and verifies completion. The MMRP is also an aid to 
implementing the measures, monitoring their effectiveness, and preparing 
documentation. As individual mitigation measures are completed, the compliance 
monitor will sign and date the MMEP, indicating that the required mitigation measure 
has been completed for the subject period. The compliance monitor will also note the 
documentation (title of the monitoring report) that was submitted for each mitigation 
measure. 

The MMEP would provide the resource to investigate a potential corrosion problem after 
high-speed rail service begins. 
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Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-01. 

A Mitigation Monitoring and Enforcement Plan (MMEP) is required to ensure that 
adopted project design features and mitigation measures are successfully implemented. 
The Authority is the lead agency for the proposed project and is responsible for 
implementation of the MMEP. 

The MMEP will be active throughout all phases of the project, including design, 
construction, and operation. The project will be developed in phases and may include 
permits required for implementation of project components. There are mitigation 
measures that must be continuously implemented throughout the development and 
operation of the HST project. 

The MMEP identifies those mitigation measures required by the Authority to mitigate or 
avoid significant adverse impacts associated with the implementation of the proposed 
project, identifies the entity responsible for the monitoring and timing of the 
implementation, identifies the project phase each measure applies to, and verifies 
completion. The MMEP will help ensure that the measures are implemented, their 
effectiveness monitored, and documentation provided. As individual mitigation measures 
are completed, the compliance monitor will sign and date the MMEP, indicating that the 
required mitigation measure has been completed for the subject period. The compliance 
monitor will also note the documentation (title of the monitoring report) that was 
submitted for each mitigation measure. 

1033-157 

The commenter cites a doctoral thesis by Somasekaran. However, the author of the 
footnoted paper is incorrectly given as Muthechellia. The thesis reports adverse effects 
on samples cultivated for 12 days in: 
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* A magnetic field in a "laboratory condition" in a field reported as 956 mG, no 
frequency stated. The author does not describe the laboratory condition. Without 
specific information, the validity of comparing a laboratory condition to an outdoor 
cultivated condition cannot be used for assessment. 

In any event, the California HST will expose adjacent crops to much lower electric field 
and magnetic field levels than the fields described in this paper. CHST TM 300.07, 
EIR/EIS Assessment of CHST Alignment EMF Footprint, shows that at the closest fence 
line to the California HST tracks, the expected magnetic field is 60 mG, less than one- 
fifth the typical level measured on the ground under a typical utility transmission line. 
Since agriculture can only be practiced outside the HST exclusion fence line, the electric 
field from the HST 25 kV 60 Hz OCS will be much lower (less than one-fifth the level) 
lower when compared to the exposure beneath a typical utility power transmission line. 
Hence, the conditions and results postulated in the thesis cited by the commenter would 
not be consistent with those near the HST alignment. Lower levels such as those 
caused by the HST are closer to the natural environment than the levels caused by a 
typical power transmission line, and therefore should be of less concern to an 
agricultural neighbor of the HST. 

1033-158 

The first cited paper by Bindokas (1981:2[4]:315-28) refers to the threshold of effects on 
honeybees as above 4.1 kV/m. This level is similar to the maximum permissible 
exposure (MPE) limit for 60-Hz static electric field of 5 kV/m provided by IEEE Std 
C95.6, IEEE Standard for Safety Levels with Respect to Human Exposure 10 to 
Electromagnetic Fields, 0-3 kHz. Below that level, Bindokas reports no adverse effects. 
The static electric field level that will be experienced by animals or people outside the 
California HST fence line is much lower than the 4.1 kV/m level cited by Bindokas, even 
for hives built at the fence line. 


An electric field reported as 211 kV/m and 442 kV/m. These are extremely high The discussion at http://www.emfs.info/The-i-Science/Agriculture/bees/ exemplifies the 

electric field levels, and can only be found very near a the wire of a high-voltage line, most commonly held fact-based science regarding effects. Specifically, bees can be 

high in the air. It is not credible that the author cultivated plants in this electric field level. affected if the hive is under (or very close to) a power line and if they receive 

microshocks. This is eliminated by moving away from very close or immediate contact 
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with the source, often a high-voltage power line, or by screening the hive. In contrast, 
the effects of linear projects, such as power lines, provide a substantial area that is 
largely undisturbed and preferred by bees, specifically unmoved power line rights-of- 
way, as discussed in Biological Conservation (124 [2005] 133-148 by N. Russell, H. 
Ikerd, S. Droege). Other than that effect, there does not seem to be evidence that EMFs 
or power lines adversely affect bees. In http://nocapx2020.info/wp- 
content/uploads/2010/02/attachment5.pdf, there appear to be no reports by beekeepers 
that hives and honeybee colonies are actually affected by proximity to power lines and 
the associated magnetic fields. That research suggests that effects to bees are 
documented only at electric field intensities above 4.0 kV/m (Greenberg et al.1981), and 
are likely caused by microshocks experienced by the honeybees when landing on 
electrically conducting surfaces. No effects have been reported for airborne honeybees 
in extremely low-frequency electric fields as high as 300 kV/m. 

Potential effects of low-frequency electric and magnetic fields on living organisms have 
been investigated, but the findings have been equivocal (NRC 1997; Pagnac et al. 

1998), and there is a lack of consistent evidence supporting outcomes that are adverse. 

The 60-Hz fields primarily associated with HST and evaluated in the Revised 
DEIR/Supplemental DEIS do not have effects of note when not in direct contact or 
extremely close to a source. This a condition that would not be posed by the physical 
layout of the California HST System or attendant power lines serving the proposed 
project. 

1033-159 

The first cited paper by Bindokas (1981:2[4]:315-28), refers to the threshold of effects on 
honeybees as above 4.1 kV/m. This level is similar to the maximum permissible 
exposure (MPE) limit for 60-Hz static electric field of 5 kV/m provided by IEEE Std 
C95.6, IEEE Standard for Safety Levels with Respect to Human Exposure 10 to 
Electromagnetic Fields, 0-3 kHz. Below that level, Bindokas reports no adverse 
effects.The static electric field level that will be experienced by animals or people 
outside the California HST fence line is much lower than the 4.1 kV/m level cited by 
Bindokas, even for hives built at the fence line. 
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The discussion at http://www.emfs.info/The-i-Science/Agriculture/bees/ exemplifies the 
most commonly held fact-based science regarding effects. Specifically, bees can be 
affected if the hive is under (or very close to) a power line and if they receive 
microshocks. This is eliminated by moving away from very close or immediate contact 
with the source, often a high-voltage power line, or by screening the hive. In contrast, 
the effects of linear projects, such as power lines, provide a substantial area that is 
largely undisturbed and preferred by bees, specifically unmoved power line rights-of- 
way, as discussed in Biological Conservation (124 [2005] 133-148 by N. Russell, H. 
Ikerd, S. Droege). Other than that effect, there does not seem to be evidence of EMFs 
or power lines adversely affecting bees. In http://nocapx2020.info/wp- 
content/uploads/2010/02/attachment5.pdf, there appear to be no reports by beekeepers 
that hives and honeybee colonies are actually affected by proximity to power lines and 
the associated magnetic fields. That research suggests that effects to bees are 
documented only at electric field intensities above 4.0 kV/m (Greenberg et al. 1981), and 
are likely caused by microshocks experienced by the honeybees when landing on 
electrically conducting surfaces. No effects have been reported for airborne honeybees 
in extremely low-frequency electric fields as high as 300 kV/m. 

Potential effects of low-frequency electric and magnetic fields on living organisms have 
been investigated, but the findings have been equivocal (NRC 1997; Pagnac et al. 

1998), and there is a lack of consistent evidence supporting outcomes that are adverse. 

The 60-Hz fields primarily associated with HST and evaluated in the Revised 
DEIR/Supplemental DEIS do not have effects of note when not in direct contact or 
extremely close to a source. This a condition that would not be posed by the physical 
layout of the California HST System or attendant power lines serving the proposed 
project. 

1033-160 

The potential impacts of the HST System on electricity generation and transmission 
includes the entire state of California (and western states that produce energy that is 
exported to California) because the HST System would obtain electricity from multiple 
connection points throughout the statewide grid. Prorating the electricity requirements 
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for any one segment of the HST System based on statewide demand is a reasonable 
approximation due to the operational requirements of HST across multiple project 
sections and the power for those sections being provided by the statewide (and multi¬ 
state) electrical grid. The HST System is expected to require less than 1% of the state’s 
future electricity consumption. The Fresno to Bakersfield Section of the HST is 
estimated to require 78 megawatts (MW) of peak demand, which is within existing 
reserves. The HST project would not require the construction of a separate power 
source and would not impact power reliability. 

Appendix 3.6-C of the Revised Draft EIR/Supplemental Draft EIS discusses the 
methodology for estimating electricity demand. 

1033-161 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-PU&E-02. 

The potential impacts of the HST System on electricity generation and transmission 
includes the entire state of California (and western states that produce energy that is 
exported to California) because the HST System would obtain electricity from multiple 
connection points throughout the statewide grid. Prorating the electricity requirements 
for any one segment of the HST System based on statewide demand is a reasonable 
approximation due to the operational requirements of HST across multiple project 
sections and the power for those sections being provided by the statewide (and multi¬ 
state) electrical grid. The HST System is expected to require less than 1% of the state’s 
future electricity consumption. The Fresno to Bakersfield Section of the HST is 
estimated to require 78 megawatts (MW) of peak demand, which is within existing 
reserves. The HST project would not require the construction of a separate power 
source and would not impact power reliability. The power will be cyclic when the 
demand is required to power the train. 

Appendix 3.6-C of the Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS discusses the methodology for 
estimating electricity demand. In the 2008 Bay Area to Central Valley Program EIR/EIS 
(Authority and FRA 2008), the statewide energy impacts of the proposed HSR project 
were analyzed using a methodology from the 2005 Statewide Program EIR/EIS 
(Authority and FRA 2005). The 2012 energy impact analysis reflects a refinement to the 
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analysis presented in those documents. The 2012 analysis utilizes updated conversion 
factors, ridership forecasts, train sets and vehicle miles traveled, among other 
parameters. Please refer to Appendix 3.6-C and cited references and assumptions for 
detailed information on various parameters, along with their values used in the two 
analyses. 

1033-162 

Southern California Edison’s proposed Mascot Electrical Substation project was 
approved by the CPUC in the 2nd quarter of 2011. While the analysis of project-level 
effects in Section 3.6 Public Utilities and Energy evaluates anticipated effects to existing 
public utility facilities and services, the proposed Mascot substation was not 
implemented at the time of the Draft EIR/EIS analysis. Based on a review by HST 
planning engineers, the proposed Mascot substation would not be directly affected; 
however, the route of power lines connected to the proposed facility may need to be 
altered. 

The Draft EIR/EIS at page 3.6-14 refers to Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines, which 
states that a significant impact on utilities and service systems would occur if the project 
results in a conflict with a fixed facility such as an electrical substation. No such impact 
would result. However, the project team has and will continue to actively coordinate with 
utility providers during all the design phases of the project to identify, describe, and 
evaluate the HST's potential impact on existing electrical infrastructure. Where the 
project would require modification of any electrical substation or electrical transmission, 
power, or distribution line, such modifications would be conducted in compliance with 
the California Public Utilities Commission’s General Order 131-D. The Authority will 
assist utility providers in applying for a permit from the CPUC under CPUC General 
Order 131-D, including the need for any additional environmental review necessary for 
transmission line relocation or extension, or other new or modified facilities, and any 
localized increase in electrical loads identified as part of the more detailed design. 

1033-163 

People and businesses in California use electric power and 

radio frequency communications for many purposes and services in 

homes, businesses, farms, and factories. The intensive use of electric power and 
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radio frequency communications in California and all developed countries has ensured 
that the potential interference effects of electromagnetic fields and resulting 
currents and voltages on equipment have been thoroughly studied. As a result, the 
levels at which electromagnetic fields (EMFs) and radio frequency (RF) fields can cause 
impacts on other systems are well-established. Broadly used international standards 
were created based on intensive investigation to ensure that: 

* EMF and RF fields and resulting stray currents and voltages are measured 
and controlled. 

* Fields do not disturb or disrupt systems and equipment of passengers or neighbors. 

The California HST alternative track alignments pass near many wireless systems used 
by neighbor residents, businesses, public safety services, and governments. 

The Authority is implementing an Electromagnetic Compatibility Program Plan (EMCPP) 
during project planning, construction, and operation to achieve and ensure 
electromagnetic compatibility (EMC) with neighboring systems and equipment, including 
radio communications. The EMCPP's purpose is to ensure that the FIST System, 
including its trains, traction power system, and communications systems, does not 
interfere with neighbors or with HST equipment. 

During the planning stage through the 30% system design, the Authority will perform 
EMC/electromagnetic interference (EMI) safety analyses to identify existing radio 
systems at nearby uses, will specify and design systems to prevent EMI with identified 
neighboring uses, will require compliance with international standards limiting emissions 
to protect neighboring uses, and will incorporate these design requirements into bid 
specifications used to procure radio and all other HST systems, including trains, traction 
power systems, and communication systems. The implementation stage will 
include 100% system design and will include final engineering design, monitoring, 
testing, and evaluation of system performance. 

Section 3.5 Electromagnetic Fields and Electromagnetic Interference, of the EIR/EIS 
primarily considers EMFs at the 60-hertz (Hz) power frequency and at RFs produced 
intentionally by communications or unintentionally by electric discharges. EMI is avoided 
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from intentionally produced communications and from other energy sources 
primarily through the Authority's commitment to adhere to its EMCPP. The EMCPP's 
commitment is to control EMI from all sources to levels compliant with broadly used 
international standards. The focus of the EMF/EMI analysis is on sensitive or 
susceptible RF equipment. 

The HST project would use radio systems for automatic train control, data transfer and 
communications. California HST radio systems would transmit radio signals from 
antennas located at stations and the heavy maintenance facility (HMF) along the track 
alignment and on locomotives and train cars. The HST System may acquire two 
dedicated frequency blocks in the 900 megahertz (MHz) frequency range presently used 
by cellular telephones for use by automatic train control systems or may use other 
licensed, exclusive-use frequencies. If used, this spectrum would be dedicated for HST 
use, and EMI with other users would not be expected. Communications systems at 
stations may operate at Wi-Fi frequencies to connect to stationary trains; channels 
would be selected to avoid EMI with other users, including Wi-Fi systems at use at 
nearby schools (Authority 2011c, 201 If). 

Most radio systems procured for HST use are expected to be commercial off-the-shelf 
systems (COTS) conforming to Federal Communications Commission (FCC) regulations 
at Title 47 Code of Federal Regulations Part 15, which contains emissions requirements 
designed to ensure EMC among users and systems. The Authority will require all non- 
COTS systems procured for HST use to be certified as being in conformity with FCC 
regulations for Part 15, Sub-part B, Class A devices. HST radio systems will also meet 
emissions and immunity requirements (which are contained in the European Committee 
for Electrotechnical Standardization [CENELEC] EN 50121-4 Standard for railway 
signaling and telecommunications operations) and will be designed to provide 
electromagnetic compatibility with other radio users (CENELEC 2006). 

All HST radio systems will fully comply with applicable FCC regulations, whose purpose 
is to ensure that authorized radio systems can operate without disturbance from all other 
authorized systems. 
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Access to utilities within the HST right-of-way would be limited to maintenance. 
Underground wet utilities, such as water, sewer, storm drains, gas, and petroleum lines, 
are conveyed inside a pipeline material with a service life typically of 50 years or more. 
Utilities that remained in the HST right-of-way would be placed in a casing pipe that is 
strong enough to carry the HST System facilities. This casing pipe is large enough to 
accommodate equipment for remote monitoring of the condition of the carrier pipe. If the 
utility conveyance pipeline were in need of repair or replacement, the casing pipe would 
stay in place so that HST operations could continue. It is anticipated that service 
infrastructure upgrades or replacements within the casing pipe would not be susceptible 
to day-to-day or emergency repair, but would still be accessible for repair. It is common 
practice that utility districts coordinate and schedule in advance of any field visits to their 
facilities with the owner of the property within which their facilities lie. Prior to 
construction in areas where utility service interruptions are unavoidable, the contractor 
would notify through a combination of communication media (e.g., by phone, email, mail, 
newspaper notices, or other means) landowners within that jurisdiction and the affected 
service providers of the planned outage. The notification would specify the estimated 
duration of the planned outage and would be published no fewer than 7 days prior to the 
outage. Construction would be coordinated to avoid interruptions of utility service to 
hospitals and other critical users. Construction contractor special provisions would 
require that the full operation and functioning of the existing sewer collection system be 
maintained and undisrupted. Refer to Section 3.6, Public Utilities and Energy, pages 
3.6-45 and 3.6-46 of the Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS. 

1033-165 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-AG-04, FB-Response-HWR-01, FB- 
Response-PU&E-03. 

Existing irrigation lines crossing HST right-of-way would either be relocated or protected- 
in-place. Irrigation lines crossing HST right-of-way will be encased in steel casings 
capable of protecting the irrigation line contained within it, and the length of the casing 
will be extended sufficiently beyond the HST right-of-way so that future access to the 
casings can be made without impacting the HST right-of-way. All related appurtenances 
to irrigation lines and their casings will be placed outside HST right-of-way, so that any 
maintenance of the water lines can be performed without the need to access HST right- 
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of-way. Due to the purpose and design of the casing protecting irrigation lines and other 
infrastructure crossings, the potential for unanticipated disruptions and associated 
liabilities described by the commenter would not be expected to occur. 

1033-166 

The potential impacts of the HST System on electricity generation and transmission 
includes the entire state of California (and western states that produce energy that is 
exported to California) because the HST System would obtain electricity from multiple 
connection points throughout the statewide grid. Prorating the electricity requirements 
for any one segment of the HST System based on statewide demand is a reasonable 
approximation due to the operational requirements of HST across multiple project 
sections and the power for those sections being provided by the statewide (and multi¬ 
state) electrical grid. The HST System is expected to require less than 1% of the state’s 
future electricity consumption. The Fresno to Bakersfield Section of the HST is 
estimated to require 78 megawatts (MW) of peak demand, which is within existing 
reserves. The HST project would not require the construction of a separate power 
source and would not impact power reliability. 

Appendix 3.6-C of the Revised Draft EIR/Supplemental Draft EIS discusses the 
methodology for estimating electricity demand. 

1033-167 

The potential impacts of the HST System on electricity generation and transmission 
includes the entire state of California (and western states that produce energy that is 
exported to California) because the HST System would obtain electricity from multiple 
connection points throughout the statewide grid. Prorating the electricity requirements 
for any one segment of the HST System based on statewide demand is a reasonable 
approximation due to the operational requirements of HST across multiple project 
sections and the power for those sections being provided by the statewide (and multi¬ 
state) electrical grid. The HST System is expected to require less than 1% of the state’s 
future electricity consumption. The Fresno to Bakersfield Section of the HST is 
estimated to require 78 megawatts (MW) of peak demand, which is within existing 
reserves. The HST project would not require the construction of a separate power 
source and would not impact power reliability. 
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Appendix 3.6-C of the Revised Draft EIR/Supplemental Draft EIS discusses the 
methodology for estimating electricity demand. 

1033-168 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-PU&E-OI. 

The Revised Draft EIR/Supplemental Draft EIS includes text and figures 
describing transmission lines upgrades, connections and their locations, and they are 
anticipated to be within the project footprint. The potential impacts on biological 
resources and other resource areas has been considered in the appropriate chapters of 
the RDEIR/SDEIS. The commenter has not identified any impacts from the upgrades 
or possible new transmission lines that have not been considered and mitigated in the 
RDEIR/SDEIS. 

In addition, the project team has been coordinating, and will continue to actively 
coordinate, with PG&E and SCE during the early design phases of the project to identify, 
describe, and evaluate the HST's potential impact on existing electrical and gas 
infrastructure. As appropriate and commensurate to the early stage of engineering 
design, modifications have been made to the Revised Draft EIR/Supplemental Draft EIS 
to reflect the comments provided (see Section 3.6.2 Laws, Regulations, and Orders). As 
the design progresses and PG&E provides additional site-specific details, additional 
review of environmental impacts will by considered, and if necessary, additional CEQA 
and NEPA documentation will be completed. Where the project would require 
modification of any electrical facilities or power distribution line, such modifications 
would be conducted in coordination with the affected utility. For this section, PG&E 
[AND SCE ?]would need to apply for permits under California Public Utilities Commission 
General Order 131-D, including its requirements for CEQA review and compliance and 
permitting. The Authority will assist utility providers in applying for a permit from the 
CPUC under CPUC General Order 131-D, including the need for any additional 
environmental review necessary for transmission line relocation or extension, or other 
new or modified facilities, and any localized increase in electrical loads identified as part 
of the more detailed design. 


1033-169 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-PU&E-03. 

The proposed project would protect or reroute potentially affected existing public utility 
infrastructure in the Ponderosa community including any natural gas line located under 
Ponderosa Street. The Authority’s construction contractor will coordinate schedules for 
utility relocations and protection-in-place with the utility owner to ensure the project 
would minimize or eliminate the potential for disruption of service to affected users and 
the community. 

Available information on the presence of high risk utilities, such as natural gas 
transmission lines and large natural gas distribution lines, was collected for the utility 
analysis in the EIR/EIS. This information was used to compare the number of high risk 
utilities that each alternative alignment would intersect, including the natural gas 
distribution line in the Ponderosa area. This provided a measure of comparison among 
alternatives on important utility relocation impacts caused by the project. The objective 
of this approach was to provide the reader with an understanding of the relative 
magnitude of relocations for high risk utilities that would be required for each alternative. 
Because of the length of the project, an analysis is not provided of the specific relocation 
plans required for each individual utility. The designs presented in the EIR/EIS are 
based on preliminary engineering. Therefore, exact utility relocations would be identified 
as the design further develops. 

Relocation of utility services would not result in a significant impact. The Authority would 
work with utility owners during final engineering design and construction of the project to 
relocate utilities or protect them in place. Where existing underground utilities such as 
gas, petroleum, and water pipelines cross the HST alignment, the utilities would be 
placed in a protective casing so that future maintenance could be accomplished outside 
of the HST right-of-way. The project construction contractor would coordinate schedules 
for utility relocations and protection-in-place with the utility owner to ensure the project 
would not result in prolonged disruption of services. 

1033-170 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-AG-04, FB-Response-HWR-01. 
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The Authority would work with irrigation districts and landowners to protect irrigation 
systems. Canals may be bridged or placed in pipelines beneath the HST right-of-way. 
Irrigation pipelines crossing the alignment would be relocated or placed in protective 
casing so that future maintenance of the line could be accomplished outside of the HST 
right-of-way. 

Project impacts to irrigation systems including water wells, resulting replacement 
infrastructure providing equal utility, and/or potential ramifications will be addressed 
during the appraisal process with consultation from experts in the hydraulic engineering 
and agriculture management fields. The timing of any restorative work or 
reconfigurations will be addressed at the acquisition stage and documented in the right- 
of-way contract (provisions regarding the timing of irrigation pipes would be addressed 
at this time to correlate with periods of decreased water demand). The Authority is also 
working with local districts and municipalities to minimize service disruptions to water 
distribution systems. The Authority will fairly compensate land owners for loss or 
disruptions to their operations during the right-of-way acquisition process, including the 
severing of irrigation systems or water supply lines. The intention is to allow time for 
upgrades and relocations to occur before construction to minimize irrigation disruptions 
due to construction and operation of the HST. 

1033-171 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-AG-04, FB-Response-HWR-01. 

The Authority would work with irrigation districts and landowners to protect irrigation 
systems. Canals may be bridged or placed in pipelines beneath the HST right-of-way. 
Irrigation pipelines crossing the alignment would be relocated or placed in protective 
casing so that future maintenance of the line could be accomplished outside of the HST 
right-of-way. Project impacts to irrigation systems including water wells, resulting 
replacement infrastructure providing equal utility, and/or potential ramifications will be 
addressed during the appraisal process with consultation from experts in the hydraulic 
engineering and agriculture management fields. The timing of any restorative work or 
reconfigurations will be addressed at the acquisition stage and documented in the right- 
of-way contract (provisions regarding the timing of irrigation pipes would be addressed 


1033-171 

at this time to correlate with periods of decreased water demand). The Authority is also 
working with local districts and municipalities to minimize service disruptions to water 
distribution systems. The Authority will fairly compensate land owners for loss or 
disruptions to their operations during the right-of-way acquisition process, including the 
severing of irrigation systems or water supply lines. The intention is to allow time for 
upgrades and relocations to occur before construction to minimize irrigation disruptions 
due to construction and operation of the HST. 

1033-172 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-AG-04. 

The Authority would work with irrigation districts and landowners to protect irrigation 
systems. Canals may be bridged or placed in pipelines beneath the HST right-of-way. 
Irrigation pipelines crossing the alignment would be relocated or placed in protective 
casing so that future maintenance of the line could be accomplished outside of the HST 
right-of-way. Project impacts to irrigation systems including water wells, resulting 
replacement infrastructure providing equal utility, and/or potential ramifications will be 
addressed during the appraisal process with consultation from experts in the hydraulic 
engineering and agriculture management fields. The timing of any restorative work or 
reconfigurations will be addressed at the acquisition stage and documented in the right- 
of-way contract (provisions regarding the timing of irrigation pipes would be addressed 
at this time to correlate with periods of decreased water demand). The Authority is also 
working with local districts and municipalities to minimize service disruptions to water 
distribution systems. The Authority will fairly compensate land owners for loss or 
disruptions to their operations during the right-of-way acquisition process, including the 
severing of irrigation systems or water supply lines. The intention is to allow time for 
upgrades and relocations to occur before construction to minimize irrigation disruptions 
due to construction and operation of the HST. 

1033-173 

The text of the EIR/EIS has been revised to reflect the correct reference in Section 3.6 
Public Utilities and Energy: 

"In addition, local water-use efficiency goals mandated statewide under SB x7-7, the 
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Water Conservation Act, would partially offset the additional water demand expected 
from the HST station operation." 

1033-174 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-PU&E-03. 

Should the Kings/Tulare Regional Station-East Alternative be built, the Authority would 
extend the existing City of Hanford wastewater sewed trunk line on the east side 
of Hanford to the station site. The Authority would compensate the city for this 
infrastructure extension. An analysis of impacts of the extension of the city's wastewater 
trunk is provided in the Final EIR/EIS in Section 3.6 Public Utilities and Energy. 

1033-175 

The designs presented in the Revised Draft EIR/Supplemental Draft EIS are based on 
preliminary engineering. The hydrology analysis for the 1-710 Corridor project was 
performed based on a higher level of engineering design. 

During final HST design, an evaluation of each receiving stormwater system’s capacity 
to accommodate project runoff would be conducted. As necessary, onsite stormwater 
management measures, such as detention or selected upgrades to the receiving 
system, would be included in the design to provide adequate capacity. Project 
stormwater pipelines and ditches would be sized to convey runoff from the 25-year 
storm in rural areas and the 50-year storm in urban areas. Measures such as onsite 
retention, infiltration basins, and detention ponds would be used to maintain offsite 
stormwater discharge in compliance with the General Construction Stormwater Permit 
issued by the State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB). The Authority is 
processing an individual stormwater permit for the discharge of stormwater from the new 
HST facilities, similar to the individual permit that Caltrans holds. The Authority is 
actively working with SWRCB to develop the post construction design guidelines that the 
Authority's contractor will be required to use for treatment of stormwater quality and 
volumes. The post construction design standards are addressed in Section 5, "Post 
Construction Stormwater Treatment Controls," of the Post Construction Stormwater 
Quality Standard Technical Memorandum (Authority April 2013). The standards provide 
sizing for the 85th percentile 24-hour storm to protect water quality and the landscape 


1033-175 

from hydromodification, which is of particular concern in regions with earth lined canals. 
Section 3.8 includes estimated amount of impervious area, the water quality design 
volume, and infiltration basin size based on water quality requirements for BMP design 
for the Kings/Tulare Regional Stations, HMF sites, and bridges or aerial structures at 
major river and creek crossings. However, siting of specific stormwater facilities would 
be accomplished during detailed design. 

1033-176 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-01. 

This comment suggests that the Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS has inappropriately 
deferred the identification of measures necessary to mitigate significant effects that may 
result from construction of the Fresno to Bakersfield Section. The Revised 
DEIR/Supplemental DEIS does not defer mitigation, but rather provides an extensive set 
of mitigation measures using performance standards included in project approval 
decisions made in the future by the Authority and the FRA, and to be further reviewed, 
refined, and applied as design progresses and permits are obtained from other 
agencies. Under CEQA, where the design details of the project have not been fully 
developed and the development of specific mitigation will rely upon information not yet 
available, an EIR may take a phased approach to the development of specific mitigation, 
provided that it has analyzed the impact and made a significance determination, 
commits to mitigation in the form of a mitigation measure for the significant effect, and 
specifies "performance standards which would mitigate the significant effect of the 
project and which may be accomplished in more than one specified way" (14 CCR 
15126.4(a)(1)(b)). The same is true under NEPA. The EIS must discuss mitigation “in 
sufficient detail to ensure that environmental consequences have been fairly evaluated,” 
but it is not necessary to formulate and adopt a complete mitigation plan (Robertson v. 
Methow Valley Citizens Council, 490 U.S. 332, 352 [1989]). 

The mitigation measures identified in the Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS meet these 
requirements. During preparation of the impact sections, technical staff identified those 
impacts that would potentially exceed a level of significance. The Revised 
DEIR/Supplemental DEIS identifies mitigation measures that will avoid, reduce, or 
otherwise mitigate each such potentially significant impact. Feasible mitigation is 
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1033-176 

expected to be adopted to address each significant effect that was identified in the 
Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS. As mentioned above, the Revised 
DEIR/Supplemental DEIS identifies impacts that could not be reduced below the level of 
significance as significant and unavoidable. 

1033-177 

The potential impacts of the HST System on electricity generation and transmission 
includes the entire state of California (and western states that produce energy that is 
exported to California) because the HST System would obtain electricity from multiple 
connection points throughout the statewide grid. Prorating the electricity requirements 
for any one segment of the HST System based on statewide demand is a reasonable 
approximation due to the operational requirements of HST across multiple project 
sections and the power for those sections being provided by the statewide (and multi¬ 
state) electrical grid. The HST System is expected to require less than 1% of the state’s 
future electricity consumption. The Fresno to Bakersfield Section of the HST is 
estimated to require 78 megawatts (MW) of peak demand, which is within existing 
reserves. The HST project would not require the construction of a separate power 
source and would not impact power reliability. 

Appendix 3.6-C of the Revised Draft EIR/Supplemental Draft EIS discusses the 
methodology for estimating electricity demand. 

1033-178 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-02. 

Although hydrological impacts would differ if the BNSF Alternative followed the existing 
transportation corridor in Kings County (e.g., at the Kings River crossing at Laton), this 
option was eliminated from the initial alternatives because of engineering constraints 
associated with turning curves through the city of Hanford. 

1033-179 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-03. 


1033-179 

Water demand under the cumulative scenario, which includes the HST project and other 
past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, is qualitatively described in 
Section 3.19.4.2, High-Speed Train Alternatives Contributions, Hydrology and Water 
Resources (under Short- and Long-Term Project Effects, Water Use). As described 
therein, future water demand, including groundwater use, in the Tulare Lake Basin has 
been modeled by the Department of Water Resources (DWR) based on possible 
baseline scenarios. 

As described in FB-Response-GENERAL-03, the analysis undertaken by the Authority 
and FRA show that the HST System has the potential to induce some growth and 
intensify growth near stations. Both population and employment in Fresno, Kings, 

Tulare, and Kern counties are projected to grow at a higher average annual rate than 
California as a whole, and are described in detail in Section 3.18. The growth 
inducement analysis in Section 3.18 of the EIR/EIS shows that in counties analyzed 
within the study area (Fresno, Kings, Tulare, and Kern), the HST alternatives are 
projected to induce somewhat more population growth (about 3% more total population) 
and create additional future employment opportunities (about 4% more total jobs) than 
would occur under the No Project Alternative (refer to Table 3.18-18 in the EIR/EIS). 

Therefore, the HST project would cause water demand for operation and urban demand 
associated with the 2% to 3% population increase anticipated as a result of the HST 
project (compared to the No Project projections). On the other hand, the HST project 
would reduce demand for irrigation water within the project footprint, partially 
offsetting project operation water use and water use associated with population 
increase. 

1033-180 

As described in Section 3.18, Regional Growth, the HST would result in a small amount 
of induced population and employment growth statewide, with the largest growth effects 
anticipated to occur in Merced and Madera counties, followed by the remainder of the 
Central Valley. The HST's induced growth in Fresno, Kings, Tulare, and Kern counties is 
estimated to be 2% to 3%, depending on the county. 
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1033-180 

As described in FB-Response-GENERAL-03, Relocation and Long Range Commuting, 
the growth-inducement analysis in the Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS considered 
the potential for people to move from the coast to less expensive housing in the Central 
Valley, including commuters. However, travel time alone does not determine a 
reasonable commute mode and commute distance. Willingness to relocate in order to 
save housing costs is a function of housing cost, the quality of available housing 
(including quality of schools), commute time, and cost of the daily commute. 

The HST will not be a below-market cost, subsidized commuter rail service, but instead 
would provide rapid long-distance travel, priced at commercial market rates. HST fares 
are expected to be tied to typical airplane fares. 

Projected water demand under future conditions and water demand associated with 
HST's induced growth are discussed in Section 3.19.4.2, High-Speed Train Alternatives 
Contributions, Hydrology and Water Resources (under Short- and Long-Term Project 
Effects, Water Use). Projections of future water demand in the Tulare Lake Basin have 
been analyzed by the Department of Water Resources (DWR). Overall, estimates by 
DWR show a range of possible future trends in water demand in the Tulare Lake Basin, 
which vary depending upon several factors, including how climate change is factored 
into the model. The majority of the scenarios predict a decrease in future water demand. 
Water demand from the HST's operation and induced growth would be partially offset by 
a reduction in water demand from irrigated lands. 

1033-181 

The HST-related induced growth in Fresno, Kings, Tulare and Kern counties is 
estimated to be 2% to 3%, depending on the county. Projections of future water demand 
in the Tulare Lake Basin have been analyzed by the California Department of Water 
Resources (DWR). Overall, estimates by DWR show a range of possible future trends in 
water demand in the Tulare Lake Basin, which vary depending upon several factors, 
including how climate change is factored into the model. The majority of the scenarios 
predict a decrease in future water demand. Water demand from HST-induced growth 
would be partially offset by a reduction in water demand from irrigated lands. 

Induced growth is analyzed in Section 3.18, Regional Growth. Projected water demand 


1033-181 

under future conditions and water demand associated with the HST's induced growth 
are also discussed in Section 3.19, Cumulative Impacts. Also, note that current and 
projected future water supplies used to meet local urban demand (and the relative 
contribution of groundwater and surface water) are analyzed by municipal supply 
districts in Urban Water Management Plans. 

1033-182 

Estimates of existing regional groundwater demand and groundwater extraction for local 
municipal supply are provided in Table 3.8-16 of Section 3.8, Hydrology and Water 
Resources. Existing regional groundwater demand is large (greater than 4 million acre 
feet/yr) and changes due to project operations and HST induced growth would be small 
compared to regional groundwater use. The HST project would also reduce demand for 
irrigation water within the project footprint, offsetting project operation water use and 
water use associated with population increase. Therefore the project would not 
contribute to subsidence. 

The Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS evaluates whether the project is located on a 
geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or that would become unstable, as a result of the 
project. One of the considerations is subsidence from groundwater or petroleum 
withdrawal. The Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS (see Section 3.9.4.4, Geologic 
Hazards) states that substantial subsidence has occurred in the San Joaquin Valley, 
primarily due to groundwater extraction; however, the areas with greatest land 
subsidence are in the western portion of the San Joaquin Valley where subsidence of 
more than 28 feet was recorded between 1926 and 1970. In the area of the HST 
alternatives, including the north-south alignments, wyes, stations, and HMF, subsidence 
has been far less dramatic than on the western side of the valley, where subsidence 
was measured at less than 1 foot between 1926 and 1970 (Faunt 2009; Galloway and 
Riley 1999). Over the last several decades, the use of pipelines and aqueducts for 
surface water deliveries from other parts of California has reduced dependence on 
groundwater for agricultural use, and land subsidence has slowed or reversed in some 
areas of the San Joaquin Valley. During drought conditions, however, increased reliance 
on groundwater may result in increased subsidence rates. 

Construction and operation of the Fresno to Bakersfield Section would not change 
subsidence rates compared to existing conditions. The project does not include features 
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(e.g., major new sources of groundwater extraction) that would contribute to subsidence. 
As described in Section 3.8, the project would cause land to be removed from 
agricultural production. Some of these lands are irrigated with groundwater, and 
therefore localized groundwater withdrawals would likely be reduced. 

The project will be designed so that geotechnical constraints (e.g., subsidence from 
groundwater withdrawal, soil settlement from new earth loads, etc.) do not result in 
premature degradation of the alignment such that speeds are reduced or operation and 
maintenance costs are unacceptably high. Prerequisite geotechnical and geologic 
evaluations, design features, and management measures to reduce or eliminate risk 
from poor or unexpected geologic conditions or from long-term effects of the project on 
geology are described in the EIR/EIS. 

1033-183 

Estimates of existing regional groundwater demand and groundwater extraction for local 
municipal supply are provided in Table 3.8-16 of Section 3.8, Hydrology and Water 
Resources. Existing regional groundwater demand is large (greater than 4 million acre- 
feet/year) and changes due to project operations and HST induced growth would be 
small compared to regional groundwater use. The HST project would also reduce 
demand for irrigation water within the project footprint, offsetting project operation water 
use and water use associated with population increase. Therefore the project would not 
contribute to subsidence. 

The Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS evaluates whether the project is located on a 
geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or that would become unstable as a result of the 
project. One of the considerations is subsidence from groundwater or petroleum 
withdrawal. The Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS (refer to Section 3.9.4.4, Geologic 
Hazards) states that substantial subsidence has occurred in the San Joaquin Valley, 
primarily due to groundwater extraction; however, the areas with greatest land 
subsidence are in the western portion of the San Joaquin Valley, where subsidence of 
more than 28 feet was recorded between 1926 and 1970. In the area of the HST 
alternatives, including the north-south alignments, wyes, stations, and HMF, subsidence 
has been far less dramatic than on the western side of the valley, with subsidence 
measured at less than 1 foot between 1926 and 1970 (Faunt 2009; Galloway and Riley 
1999). Over the last several decades, the use of pipelines and aqueducts for surface 


1033-183 

water deliveries from other parts of California has reduced dependence on groundwater 
for agricultural use, and land subsidence has slowed or reversed in some areas of the 
San Joaquin Valley. During drought conditions, however, increased reliance on 
groundwater may result in increased subsidence rates. 

Construction and operation of the Fresno to Bakersfield Section would not change 
subsidence rates compared to existing conditions. The project does not include features 
(e.g., major new sources of groundwater extraction) that would contribute to subsidence. 
As described in Section 3.8, the project would cause land to be removed from 
agricultural production. Some of these lands are irrigated with groundwater, and 
therefore localized groundwater withdrawals would likely be reduced. 

The project will be designed so that geotechnical constraints (e.g., subsidence from 
groundwater withdrawal, soil settlement from new earth loads, etc.) do not result in 
premature degradation of the alignment such that speeds are reduced or operation and 
maintenance (O&M) costs are unacceptably high. Prerequisite geotechnical and 
geologic evaluations, design features, and management measures to reduce or 
eliminate risk from poor or unexpected geologic conditions or from long-term effects of 
the project on geology are described in the EIR/EIS. 

1033-184 

No septic systems are proposed as part of the project. Should the Kings/Tulare Regional 
Station-East Alternative be built, the Authority would pay for the extension of the 
existing sewer trunk line on the east side of Hanford to the station site. The Authority 
would compensate the City for this infrastructure extension. The Final EIR/EIS includes 
the potential impacts of extending the sewer trunk line in Section 3.6 Public Utilities and 
Energy. Wastewater from the stations represents 1% or less of the excess capacities of 
the treatment facilities serving Fresno, Hanford, and Bakersfield. Capacities of 
wastewater treatment systems are also described in Section 3.6. 

1033-185 

The impact of septic systems was not been analyzed in the Revised Draft 
EIR/Supplemental Draft EIS because no septic systems are proposed as part of the 
project. Should the Kings/Tulare Regional Station-East Alternative be built, the Authority 
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1033-185 

would pay for the extension of the existing sewer trunk line on the east side of Hanford 
to the station site. The Authority would compensate the City for this infrastructure 
extension. The Final EIR/EIS includes the potential impacts of extending the sewer trunk 
line in Section 3.6 Public Utilities and Energy. 

1033-186 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-SO-OI. 

See EIR/EIS Volume I Section 3.12, Impact SO #9, for information on why it may be 
necessary to consider constructing housing of last resort, including rehabilitation of 
existing housing or relocation of disrupted residential areas to newly constructed 
housing elsewhere if there are not sufficient comparable vacant homes in the Ponderosa 
area. For more information on the property acquisition and compensation process see 
EIR/EIS Volume II Technical Appendix 3.12-A. 

All communities that participate in the Federal Flood Insurance Program are expected to 
restrict construction in the 100-year floodplain. It is too speculative to assume that the 
County will allow individuals to relocate into the floodplain. 

1033-187 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-SO-OI. 

According to the Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS, Section 3.12, Socioeconomics, 
Communities, and Environmental Justice, there is enough vacant housing nearby to 
compensate for HST housing displacement, and therefore no new housing construction 
would be required. All communities that participate in the Federal Flood Insurance 
Program are expected to restrict construction in the 100-year floodplain. It is too 
speculative to assume that the county will allow individuals to relocate into the 
floodplain. 

1033-188 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-HWR-03. 


1033-188 

Impact HWQ#8, Permanent Impacts on Floodplains, discusses the project impacts on 
floodplains. In areas with concentrated flow, such as rivers and streams, openings in the 
embankment (e.g., bridges and culverts) would allow the same volume of water to pass 
along the same flow path. In overland areas with shallow flooding, water is ponded 
without concentrated flow, and openings in the embankment (e.g., culverts) would 
continue to allow floodwaters to pass in the down-gradient direction. These areas drain 
slowly as a result of the flat topography and shallowly sloped land gradient, and water 
has minimal energy. These conditions are similar to existing conditions. Openings 
within the HST embankment would be sized to allow conveyance without increasing the 
water surface elevation in the 100-year floodplain by more than 1 foot, or as required by 
state or local agencies. This is described throughout this impact section and further 
described in Section 3.8.6, Project Design Features, under Project Design Features for 
Flood Protection. The 1-foot increase in base flood elevation (associated with the 100- 
year flood) was chosen as the significance criteria to be consistent with FEMA 
guidelines. 

1033-189 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-21, FB-Response-HWR-03. 

Impact HWQ#8, Permanent Impacts on Floodplains, discusses the project impacts on 
floodplains. This section includes a description of all of the river and creek crossings and 
a description of potential floodplain impacts at each of these crossings. Appendix 3.8-B 
describes the results of the hydraulic modeling at river and creek crossings. In areas 
with concentrated flow, such as rivers and streams, openings in the embankment (e.g., 
bridges and culverts) would allow the same volume of water to pass along the same flow 
path. In overland areas with shallow flooding, water is ponded without concentrated flow, 
and openings in the embankment (e.g., culverts) would continue to allow floodwaters to 
pass in the down-gradient direction. These areas drain slowly as a result of the flat 
topography and shallowly sloped land gradient, and water has minimal energy. These 
conditions are similar to existing conditions. Openings within the HST embankment 
would be sized to allow conveyance without increasing the water surface elevation in the 
100-year floodplain by more than 1 foot, or as required by state or local agencies. This is 
described throughout this impact section and further described in Section 3.8.6, Project 
Design Features, under Project Design Features for Flood Protection. The 1-foot 
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increase in base flood elevation (associated with the 100-year flood) was chosen as the 
significance criteria to be consistent with FEMA guidelines. 

1033-190 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-21, FB-Response-FIWR-03. 

Impact FIWQ#8, Permanent Impacts on Floodplains, discusses the project impacts on 
floodplains. This section includes a description of all of the river and creek crossings and 
a description of potential floodplain impacts at each of these crossings. Appendix 3.8-B 
describes the results of the hydraulic modeling at river and creek crossings. In areas 
with concentrated flow, such as rivers and streams, openings in the embankment (e.g., 
bridges and culverts) would allow the same volume of water to pass along the same flow 
path. In overland areas with shallow flooding, water is ponded without concentrated flow, 
and openings in the embankment (e.g., culverts) would continue to allow floodwaters to 
pass in the down-gradient direction. These areas drain slowly as a result of the flat 
topography and shallowly sloped land gradient, and water has minimal energy. These 
conditions are similar to existing conditions. (In other words, the project will not create a 
new "levee” along the valley floor.) Openings within the HST embankment would be 
sized to allow conveyance without increasing the water surface elevation in the 100-year 
floodplain by more than 1 foot, or as required by state or local agencies. This is 
described throughout this impact section and further described in Section 3.8.6, Project 
Design Features, under Project Design Features for Flood Protection. The 1-foot 
increase in base flood elevation (associated with the 100-year flood) was chosen as the 
significance criteria to be consistent with FEMA guidelines. 

1033-191 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-FIWR-02. 

Impact FIWQ#8, Permanent Impacts on Floodplains, discusses the project impacts on 
floodplains. This section includes a description of all of the river and creek crossings and 
a description of potential floodplain impacts at each of these crossings. Appendix 3.8-B 
describes the results of the hydraulic modeling at river and creek crossings. In areas 
with concentrated flow, such as rivers and streams, openings in the embankment (e.g., 
bridges and culverts) would allow the same volume of water to pass along the same flow 


1033-191 

path. In overland areas with shallow flooding, water is ponded without concentrated flow, 
and openings in the embankment (e.g., culverts) would continue to allow floodwaters to 
pass in the down-gradient direction. These areas drain slowly as a result of the flat 
topography and shallowly sloped land gradient, and water has minimal energy. These 
conditions are similar to existing conditions. Openings within the HST embankment 
would be sized to allow conveyance without increasing the water surface elevation in the 
100-year floodplain by more than 1 foot, or as required by state or local agencies. This is 
described throughout this impact section and further described in Section 3.8.6, Project 
Design Features, under Project Design Features for Flood Protection. The 1-foot 
increase in base flood elevation (associated with the 100-year flood) was chosen as the 
significance criteria to be consistent with FEMA guidelines. 

1033-192 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-HWR-02, FB-Response-SO-01. 

HWQ#8 of Section 3.8, Hydrology and Water Resources, discusses the potential for 
HST embankments to act as an obstacle to the shallow overland flow if sufficient 
culverts or cross drainage were not provided. However, the project would incorporate 
adequately sized culverts to avoid diverting or redirecting overland flood flows in such a 
manner that would increase the water surface elevation in the 100-year floodplain by 
more than 1 foot, or as required by state or local agencies. Culverts would be sized in 
accordance with hydraulic modeling. Appendix 3.8-B describes the results of the 
hydraulic modeling at river and creek crossings. 

1033-193 

Impact HWQ#8, Permanent Impacts on Floodplains, discusses the project impacts on 
floodplains. This section includes a description of all of the river and creek crossings and 
a description of potential floodplain impacts at each of these crossings. Appendix 3.8-B 
describes the results of the hydraulic modeling at river and creek crossings. In areas 
with concentrated flow, such as rivers and streams, openings in the embankment (e.g., 
bridges and culverts) would allow the same volume of water to pass along the same flow 
path. In overland areas with shallow flooding, water is ponded without concentrated flow, 
and openings in the embankment (e.g., culverts) would continue to allow floodwaters to 
pass in the down-gradient direction. These areas drain slowly as a result of the flat 
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topography and shallowly sloped land gradient, and water has minimal energy. These 
conditions are similar to existing conditions. Openings within the HST embankment 
would be sized to allow conveyance without increasing the water surface elevation in the 
100-year floodplain by more than 1 foot, or as required by state or local agencies. This is 
described throughout this impact section and further described in Section 3.8.6, Project 
Design Features, under Project Design Features for Flood Protection. The 1-foot 
increase in base flood elevation (associated with the 100-year flood) was chosen as the 
significance criteria to be consistent with FEMA guidelines. 

1033-194 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-HWR-01, FB-Response-SO-OI. 

Utility conflicts for canals are discussed in Section 3.6, Public Utilities and Energy, under 
Impact PU&E#11 - Potential Conflicts with Water Facilities. The Authority would work 
with irrigation districts to protect canal systems with the intent that service disruptions 
would be minimized to the extent possible in both the flood and irrigation seasons. 
Culverts would be installed when the canal system is dry, or if construction was needed 
during periods of water conveyance, water would be routed around active work areas by 
cofferdams, pipes, or other temporary conveyance systems. Some canals would need to 
be relocated; the new facility would be operational prior to disconnecting the original 
facility to help alleviate potential service interruptions. 

1033-195 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-HWR-01, FB-Response-SO-OI. 

Utility conflicts for canals are discussed in Section 3.6, Public Utilities and Energy, under 
Impact PU&E#11 - Potential Conflicts with Water Facilities. The Authority would work 
with irrigation districts to protect canal systems with the intent that service disruptions 
would be minimized to the extent possible in both the flood and irrigation seasons. 
Culverts would be installed when the canal system is dry, or if construction was needed 
during periods of water conveyance, water would be routed around active work areas by 
cofferdams, pipes, or other temporary conveyance systems. Some canals would need to 
be relocated; the new facility would be operational prior to disconnecting the original 
facility to help alleviate potential service interruptions. 


1033-196 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-HWR-01, FB-Response-SO-01. 

Utility conflicts for distribution canals are discussed in Section 3.6, Public Utilities and 
Energy, under Impact PU&E#11 - Potential Conflicts with Water Facilities. The 
Authority would work with irrigation districts to protect canal systems with the intent that 
service disruptions would be minimized to the extent possible in both the flood and 
irrigation seasons and so that there would be no need to fallow fields due to construction 
impacts on distribution facilities. Culverts would be installed when the canal system is 
dry, or if construction was needed during periods of water conveyance, water would be 
routed around active work areas by cofferdams, pipes, other temporary conveyance 
systems. Some district canals would need to be relocated; the new canal would be 
operational prior to disconnecting the original facility to minimize potential service 
interruptions. 

On-farm utility conflicts for local canals are discussed in Section 3.14, Agricultural 
Lands. Appendix 3.12-A describes the expected process for right-of-way acquisition 
and the rights of property owners under the Uniform Relocation Assistance Program. As 
part of this process, Authority right-of-way agents would work with each affected 
property owner to address issues of concern during the appraisal process. The required 
property appraisal would identify affected utilities, and the agents would attempt to 
resolve conflicts. For example, the acquisition agreements could require that the 
contractor relocate the affected utilities before construction, maintain service during 
construction, or time the disruption to avoid active periods (e.g., construction would 
occur during the winter idle period for annual crops). In some cases, the agents may not 
be able to resolve the conflict. When construction activities cannot avoid a utility, the 
agent would negotiate a fair compensation for loss of agricultural production. 

1033-197 

As discussed in Section 3.8.5.3 under Impact HWR#6, Permanent Impacts on Surface 
Water Quality, appropriate laws and regulations pertaining to the use of herbicides and 
safety standards for employees and the public, as governed by the U.S. Environmental 
Protection Agency, the California Department of Pesticide Regulation, and local 
jurisdictions, will be followed. Applications will adhere to label directions for application 
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rates and methods, storage, transportation, mixing, and container disposal. Contracted 
applicators will be appropriately licensed by the state. HST staff will coordinate with the 
County Agricultural Commissioners, and required licenses and permits shall be obtained 
prior to herbicide application. 

The use of herbicides and pesticides will be applied in a manner that minimizes the 
adverse impacts on the environment. Precautions that will be taken will include the 
following: (1) Herbicide spraying will be implemented consistent with Pest Control 
Recommendations prepared by a licensed Pest Control Advisor. (2) Applicators will 
follow herbicide label requirements and refer to other best management practices 
(BMPs) regarding mandatory measures to protect sensitive resources and employee 
and public health during herbicide application. (3) Herbicide applicators will work under 
the direction of a person with a Qualified Applicator License or Qualified Applicator 
Certificate. (4) Storage, loading and mixing of herbicides will be set back from any 
aquatic feature or special-status species or their habitat or sensitive natural 
communities. (5) Application will not occur when weather parameters exceed label 
specifications for example, when wind exceeds specified speed, or when precipitation 
(rain) occurs or is forecasted with specified period to prevent sediment and herbicides 
from entering the water via surface runoff. In addition, Bio-MM#4, Prepare and 
Implement a Weed Control Plan, discusses how herbicide applications will be restricted 
in Environmentally Sensitive Areas. 

Herbicides and pesticides can degrade through physical, biological and chemical 
processes such as photolysis, aerobic metabolism, anaerobic metabolism, and 
hydrolysis. (Chemical half-lives for most herbicides are on the order of days to weeks.) 
HST track runoff from the design storm (85th percentile 24-hour storm event) would be 
treated using BMPs designed to reduce the discharge of pollutants to the maximum 
extent practicable (MEP). The project would emphasizing onsite retention of stormwater 
runoff using measures such as flow dispersion, infiltration, and evaporation, 
supplemented by detention, where required, and would comply with standards described 
in Section 3.8.6, Project Design Features. Because of measures used to control how 
herbicides and pesticides are applied and because of stormwater treatment design 
measures, impacts from pesticide and herbicide applications would be less than 
significant. 


1033-198 

Potential pollutants and water quality effects are discussed under Impact HWR#6. 

Runoff from the HST facilities will be permitted by the State Water Resources Control 
Board (SWRCB) under a National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) 
permit (Authority 2013c). The pollutants of concern in runoff from HST facilities would be 
similar to those in runoff from other statewide transportation facilities, and they are 
expected to include nutrients, metals, sediments, herbicides, and oils and grease. 
Fugitive dust from the surrounding agricultural areas might contribute additional minor 
amounts of pollutants, such as suspended solids, pesticides and herbicides. Runoff 
from HST tracks would by hydrologically isolated from the runoff from surrounding land 
uses. HST track runoff from the design storm (85th percentile 24-hour storm event) 
would be treated using best management practices (BMPs) designed to reduce the 
discharge of pollutants to the maximum extent practicable (MEP). The design volume or 
flow of stormwater runoff would be infiltrated, reused, and/or evapotranspirated using 
BMPs such as biofiltration strips/swales, infiltration devices, or other soil and landscape- 
based BMPs. If these measures are not possible, the excess volume will be treated by 
low-impact development (LID)-based flow-through treatment devices such as compost- 
amended biofiltration swales. If LID-based flow-through treatment devices are not 
feasible, the excess volume would be treated through conventional volume-based or 
flow-based stormwater treatment devices, such as extended detention basins or wet 
basins. These BMPs would discharge to the local stormwater drainage system (MS4), or 
creek. For small events, it is not anticipated that drainage would be transported very far 
from where it is generated because local soils have a high infiltration capacity. For large 
events such as the 100-year event, flood flows would likely overwhelm treatment 
measures designed for the 85th percentile 24-hour storm event, however during these 
large events the amount of water would dilute chemical concentrations to negligible 
levels. Required engineering studies, including hydrology studies used to size the BMPs 
for stormwater treatment, will be conducted as part of the engineering design. 

1033-199 

The California Geological Survey (CGS) estimates that only about 6% of the total 
aggregate resources available have been developed in the areas studied. The areas 
studied by the CGS include 31 regions of the state that range from Shasta County in the 
north to San Diego County in the south, indicating that statewide only 6% of potentially 
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available aggregate resources have been developed. 

Aggregate resources for the proposed HST Fresno to Bakersfield Section could be 
obtained from five of the areas studied by the CGS. These include the Fresno (greater 
Fresno-Clovis metropolitan area), north Tulare County (Visalia/Tulare Area), south 
Tulare County (Portersville area), Bakersfield (Oildale to Tehachapi), and Palmdale. 
Within these five areas, as of 2006, there were 379 million tons of permitted aggregate 
resources, not including the south Tulare County area, which was not reported because 
the information is proprietary. Of this permitted material, the proposed FIST segment 
would require about 2.3 million tons, representing 0.6% (2.3 million tons/379 million tons 
permitted) of the currently permitted aggregate resources in these five areas. The 
project would not rely on any one area for all its material. The text in the Revised 
DEIR/Supplemental DEIS, Section 3.9.1, has been updated to reflect this information. 

1033-200 

Aggregate resources for the proposed Fresno to Bakersfield Section could be obtained 
from five of the areas studied by the CGS. These include Fresno (greater Fresno-Clovis 
metropolitan area), north Tulare County (Visalia/Tulare Area), south Tulare County 
(Portersville area), Bakersfield (Oildale to Tehachapi), and Palmdale. Within these five 
areas, as of 2006, there were 379 million tons of permitted aggregate resources, not 
including the south Tulare County area, which was not reported because the information 
is proprietary (CGS 2006, Map Sheet 52). Of these permitted resources, the proposed 
FIST section would require about 2.3 million tons, representing 0.6% of the currently 
permitted aggregate resources in these five areas. The project would not rely on any 
one area for all its material, and no new permitted areas would be needed.The text in 
the Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS, Section 3.9.1, has been updated to reflect this 
information. 

1033-201 

Permitted aggregate resources in the study area were identified and discussed based 
on information presented by the California Geological Survey (CGS 2006). Aggregate 
resources for the proposed FIST Fresno to Bakersfield Section could be obtained from 
five of the areas studied by the CGS. These include the Fresno (greater Fresno-Clovis 
metropolitan area), north Tulare County (Visalia/Tulare Area), south Tulare County 


1033-201 

(Portersville area), Bakersfield (Oildale to Tehachapi), and Palmdale. Within these five 
areas, as of 2006, there were 379 million tons of permitted aggregate resources, not 
including the south Tulare County area, which was not reported because the information 
is proprietary. 

The proposed FIST segment would require about 2.3 million tons, representing 0.6% of 
the currently permitted aggregate resources in the region. Permitted aggregate 
resources in the region would provide sufficient aggregate material for the project 
without harmfully depleting available sources. The text of the Revised 
DEIR/Supplemental DEIS, Section 3.9.1, has been updated to provide greater detail. 

1033-202 

Areas of difficult excavation along the project alignments are not expected to be 
pervasive because of the predominantly uncemented Quaternary sediments in the San 
Joaquin Valley, although some localized areas may occur. In areas that have been used 
for agricultural purposes, the hardpan has often been removed or tilled to improve the 
drainage characteristics of the soil. Past land use, as well as infrastructure development 
in the study area, should limit the locations where hardpan and cemented zones pose a 
potential problem for excavations. 

The Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS provides existing regional data from which the 
potential geologic hazards are identified and discussed in relation to the project. Site- 
specific design features, such as the specific location of areas of difficult excavation, will 
be determined after site-specific geotechnical investigations are conducted. The 
Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS is based on the level of engineering and planning 
necessary to identify potential environmental impacts and to identify the range of 
appropriate mitigation measures. Additional geotechnical investigations that are 
referred to in the Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS would be for the purpose of 
finalizing the designs and planning for construction, but are not necessary to disclose to 
the public and decision makers the potential for encountering areas of difficult 
excavation. 
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As described in the Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS, soils along all of the alternatives 
and at the HMFs generally have moderate-to-high corrosivity to uncoated steel, as well 
as concrete in some locations. Soils with moderate-to-high corrosive potential for steel 
and concrete are common throughout the Central Valley. The effects can be mitigated 
through the use of standard engineering design practices. 

As described on the Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS, the project design reduces the 
risk from corrosive soils through soil improvement or by removal of the upper 5 feet of 
soils that exhibit high-corrosivity characteristics, and by replacement of the excavated 
soils with soils that do not exhibit these characteristics in areas where there would 
be buried, uncoated steel. Active and passive corrosion protection systems could also 
protect embedded and exposed steel structures from corrosion. As necessary, final 
designs would include epoxy-coated steel or corrosion-resistant steel or concrete 
materials to avoid long-term corrosion issues. 

1033-204 

The potential effects of soils settlement and the engineering remedies are discussed in 
the EIR/EIS under Impact GSS #7. The document describes that a number of locations 
along the project footprint would require new earth fills in areas that are potentially 
underlain by settlement-prone (loose or soft) soils. These specific locations would be 
identified during preconstruction and construction investigations, and engineered 
solutions would be implemented for site-specific conditions. Settlement is typically a 
slow process, which with periodic maintenance, can quickly be remedied by reballasting, 
where required, to maintain a safe track profile. The HST project design incorporates 
ground improvements and foundations that are resistant to settlement and would meet 
building code requirements. Additional fill material from other sources would be imported 
as necessary. 

Hydrocompaction is the subsidence of shallow soils and sediments as a result of adding 
water to the land surface. Soils in the project area may be subject to this phenomenon. 
When the Central Valley Project (CVP) was being designed, little was known about this 
type of subsidence. Studies conducted in the 1950’s prior to construction of the CVP, 
lead to an understanding that reaches of the CVP may be subject to hydrocompaction. 
Construction of the CVP incorporated prewetting of susceptible soils prior to 


1033-204 

construction, thus compacting the susceptible soils before constructing on them. As 
described above, the HST project will incorporate site-specific engineering solutions 
during final design to account for local geologic conditions discovered during site- 
specific geotechnical studies. 

1033-205 

The reputed tunnel system in the Chinatown area of Fresno was addressed as a 
potential cultural resource in the Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS, page 3.17-39. The 
discussion concluded that based on a Fresno-sanctioned study, no evidence of a tunnel 
system exists. The Chinatown Historic Resource Survey encompassed the blocks 
bounded by Mariposa, Inyo, E, and G streets (City of Fresno Planning and Development 
Department 2006). The survey was undertaken to develop an accurate inventory of the 
existing historic resources for management purposes, because the area has been 
“particularly impacted by demolition and redevelopment projects” (City of Fresno 
Planning and Development Department 2006:2). Research for the project was 
extensive; however, the investigation produced “no evidence...to substantiate the 
existence of tunnels” in Fresno’s Chinatown (City of Fresno Planning and Development 
Department 2006:58)" (see Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS, page 3.17-39). If during 
construction or geotechnical activities any potential historical resources are identified, 
including subsurface resources such as tunnels or voids, the implementation of 
Mitigation Measure CUL-1, Comply with the Stipulations Regarding the Treatment of 
Archaeological Resources in the Section 106 Programmatic Agreement, and Mitigation 
Measure CUL-3, Halt Work in the Event of an Archaeological Discovery, will reduce this 
impact to a less-than-significant level. 

1033-206 

Wells/tanks/pipelines currently adjacent to the existing BNSF tracks are subject to 
vibration levels substantially higher than the vibration levels that would be generated by 
HST operations. If the wells/tanks/pipelines are not currently experiencing any of these 
problems under existing conditions, they would not be expected to experience these 
problems with the addition of HST operations. 

Blasting of hardpan or cemented soils is not expected to be required. The Revised 
DEIR/Supplemental DEIS text in Sections 3.9.4.7 and 3.9.5.3 (Impact GSS # 4) has 
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been modified to remove the references to blasting. Areas of difficult excavation along 
the project alignments are not expected to be pervasive because of the predominantly 
uncemented Quaternary sediments in the San Joaquin Valley, although some localized 
areas may occur. In areas that have been used for agricultural purposes, the hardpan 
has often been removed or tilled to improve the drainage characteristics of the soil. Past 
land use, as well as infrastructure development in the study area, should limit the 
locations where hardpan and cemented zones pose a potential problem for excavations. 

1033-207 

As stated in the title of Figure 3.11-4, this figure depicts the safety and security of 
existing conditions in the Hanford area (emphasis added) and therefore does not 
misrepresent the project. 

Kings County Fire Station #4 on Houston Avenue would not be eliminated nor relocated 
by the HST project. The overpass structure would not limit access to the station and 
would not restrict the movement of fire trucks. 


1033-208 

The referenced fire station is identified in the EIR/EIS, Volume I, Section 3.12.6.4, 
Affected Environment, and is not identified as requiring relocation. Final engineering 
refinements will avoid impacts on the fire station and provide proper access. Some 
facilities within the existing parcel immediately adjacent to the HST may be relocated 
within the existing parcel on which the station is located, if required. As Fire Station #4 
would not be relocated, an analysis of its ability to meet response time standards and 
requirements or an analysis of its effect on homeowner fire insurance rates, is not 
warranted. 

1033-209 

The section referenced by the commenter states that fall hazards (such as industrial 
facilities with tall structures like silos and distillation columns) could pose threats to 
operation of the proposed project in the event of a disaster at those facilities. This would 
not exclude PG&E or other transmission lines along the proposed HST alignment 


1033-209 

alternatives. This same section references Section 3.6. High-risk facilities in and near 
the construction footprint are discussed in Section 3.6, Public Utilities and Energy. 

Please refer to Impact PU&E #5 - Conflicts with Existing Utilities in Section 3.6.5.3, 
where the Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS describes that, pursuant to utility 
agreements negotiated between the Authority and the utility owners, the Authority would 
work with utility owners during final engineering design and construction of the project to 
relocate utilities or protect them in place. Where overhead transmission lines cross the 
HST alignment, the Authority and the utility owner may determine that it is best to place 
the line underground. In this case, the transmission line would be placed in a conduit. 
These actions would address the potential for power lines to fall on the HST alignments. 
Therefore, there would not be the potential for a PG&E tower to fall on the HST 
alignment, as suggested by the commenter. Additionally, Impact S&S #12 - Hazards to 
the HST from Nearby Facilities, addresses safety hazards from nearby tall facilities. 

1033-210 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-S&S-04. 

Emergency response as addressed in the Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS considers 
the potential need for ambulance and paramedic services during project construction 
and HST operation. The potential for increased reliance on such services is addressed 
in Mitigation Measure S&S-1: Monitor response of local fire, rescue, and emergency 
service providers to incidents at stations and the HMF; this measure requires the 
Authority to fund a fair share of the cost of service. 

1033-211 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-S&S-04. 

The Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS addresses the potential for additional emergency 
response requirements in Impact S&S #1: "Safety of construction workers and the public 
could be compromised during construction, potentially resulting in accidental injuries and 
deaths. Standard implementation of a construction health and safety plan during 
construction would reduce risks to human health during construction; therefore, effects 
would have negligible intensity under NEPA, and impacts would be less than significant 
under CEQA for all alignment and HMF alternatives." Mitigation Measure S&S-1 will be 
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employed such that the Authority will provide a fair share of the cost of service based 
monitoring local fire, rescue, and emergency service providers responses to incidents at 
the stations and HMF before and after construction. 

1033-212 

The potential for crime around construction sites is addressed in Section 3.11.5.3, 
Impact S&S #3, which describes security measures that would be undertaken during 
project construction. Quantification of the increase in crime would be speculative, and 
thus not appropriate. Should crime around construction sites increase, Mitigation 
Measure S&S-1 will be implemented. In this instance, the Authority would work with 
local law enforcement providers and provide funding (i.e., a fair share of the cost of 
service) based on the monitoring of service calls in responding to incidents at 
construction sites. 

1033-213 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-S&S-04. 

The potential for crime around construction sites is addressed in Section 3.11.5.3, 
Impact S&S #3, which describes security measures that would be undertaken during 
project construction. Quantification of the increase in crime would be speculative, and 
thus not appropriate. Should crime around construction sites increase, Mitigation 
Measure S&S-1 will be implemented. In this instance, the Authority would work with 
local law enforcement providers and provide funding (i.e., a fair share of the cost of 
service) based on the monitoring of service calls in responding to incidents at 
construction sites. 

1033-214 

Please see Impact S&S #10 for information related to the impact on local law 
enforcement and emergency response teams in the event of a system alert and 
shutdown. This occurrence is expected to be rare based on incorporation of specific 
project design features (see EIR/EIS, Section 3.11.6, and Appendix 2-D) that 
will minimize the potential for train accidents. 


1033-215 

As described under Impact S&S #10, the Authority would collaborate with local 
responders to develop a Fire and Life Safety Program for emergency response in case 
of an accident or other emergency (see Sections 3.11.6, Project Design Features, and 
3.11.7, Mitigation Measures). Preliminary discussions with local emergency response 
agencies (Kings County Fire/Sheriff, Hanford City Fire/Police) have begun. Emergency 
response plans, training, and drills/exercises will be developed prior to the start of 
HST operations. 

1033-216 

Operation of farm equipment on public roadways will be subject to California Motor 
Vehicle Code regulations. All road overcrossings would be designed in accordance with 
Caltrans or county standards, whichever apply. These standards address the safety 
concerns expressed by the commenter. Road overcrossing designs will be subject to 
review and approval by the agency having jurisdiction (Caltrans or a county) according 
to its public safety requirements. 

1033-217 

All road overcrossings would be designed in accordance with California Department of 
Transportation (Caltrans), county, or city standards, whichever apply. These standards 
address the safety concerns expressed by the commenter. Road overcrossing designs 
will be subject to review and approval by the agency having jurisdiction (Caltrans, 
county, or city) according to its public safety requirements. The design standards that 
apply to these roadway modifications are: 

Caltrans, Highway Design Manual (2012). 
http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/oppd/hdm/hdmtoc.htm (Caltrans 2012a). 

American Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials (AASHTO), A 
Policy on Geometric Design of Highways and Streets. 6th ed. (2011) (AASHTO 2011). 

City of Fresno Public Works Department, Standard Specifications 
(2013), http://www.fresno.gov/NR/rdonlyres/41 DD948F-8BC7-4943-9CE2- 
190480D8D728/0/011113FINALCityStandardSpecificationsSections132.pdf (City of 
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1033-217 

Fresno PWD 2013). 

City of Fresno Public Works Department, Standard Drawings (2011), 
http://www.fresno.gov/NR/rdonlyres/ABA25F91-D0E8-4337-8CF7- 
8F9B20977250/0/STDDrawings.pdf (City of Fresno PWD 2011). 

Fresno County Department of Public Works and Planning, Development Services 
Division, Fresno County Ordinance Code Title 15, Ordinance 11-005. Building and 
Construction (2011), http://www.co.fresno.ca.us/ViewDocument.aspx?id=4210 (Fresno 
County DPW 2011). 

Kings County Public Works, Improvement Standards{ Hanford, CA: Kings County Public 
Works, May 6, 2003), 

http://www.countyofkings.com/planning/PW%20STANDARD%205-6-03.pdf (Kings 
County Public Works 2003). 

Tulare County, Improvement Standards, 3 vols. (Visalia, CA: County of Tulare, revised 
December 10, 1991), http://www.tularecounty.ca.gov/rma/index.cfm/documents-and- 
forms/public-works-documents/engineering-documents/county-standards/ (Tulare 
County 1991). 

City of Shafter, Subdivision and Engineering Design Manual (Shafter, CA: City of 
Shafter Engineering & Public Works, 2005) http://www.shafter.com/index.aspx7NID=56 
(City of Shafter 2005). 

Kern County, "Development Standards: Division One, Standards for Streets" (May 21, 
2010). http://esps.kerndsa.com/images/engineering/pdfs/DIVISION_01 (ONE).pdf (Kern 
County 2010). 

City of Bakersfield Public Works Department, Subdivision and Engineering Design 
Manual: Division Five, Streets (July 13, 2012). 

http://www.bakersfieldcity.us/cityservices/pubwrks/designman/pdf/Streets.pdf (City of 
Bakersfield PWD 2012). 


1033-218 

The Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS does approach emergency preparedness as if 
an incident will occur and mitigation is in place, as referenced in the quote provided by 
the commenter, which states, “the Authority would collaborate with local responders to 
develop a Fire and Life Safety Program for emergency response in case of an accident 
or other emergency....” Preliminary discussions with local emergency response 
agencies (Kings County Fire/Sheriff, Hanford City Fire/Police) have begun. Emergency 
response plans, training, and drills/exercises will be developed before the 
implementation of operations. Project Design Features in Section 3.11.6 address 
specific components of and methodologies for development of such a plan. 

1033-219 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-S&S-04. 

Emergency medical response would be handled by emergency response personnel and 
equipment, including paramedics, fire safety personnel, ambulances, dispatched 
through normal processes following notification by the HST Operations Control 
Center. The Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS addresses emergency response in 
Section 3.11.5, and in Mitigation Measure SS-1 in Section 3.11.7. 

1033-220 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-S&S-03, FB-Response-S&S-04, FB- 
Response-S&S-05. 

The referenced discussion focuses on impacts related to increased development, 
economic activity, and new passengers associated with stations. This is in addition to 
the primary focus of Section 3.11, which analyzes a variety of impacts that could affect 
emergency responders. Mitigation Measure S&S-1 states that the Authority will provide 
a fair share of the cost of service based on monitoring of local fire, rescue, and 
emergency service providers to incidents at the stations and HMF before and after 
construction. 
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1033-221 

As described in Section 3.11.1, the HST system would be fully access-controlled with 
intrusion monitoring systems. This means that the HST infrastructure (e.g., mainline 
tracks and maintenance and storage facilities) would be designed to prevent access by 
unauthorized vehicles, including large equipment, people, animals, and objects in 
response to site-specific hazard analysis. The system would also include appropriate 
barriers (fences and walls). Fencing and intrusion protection systems will be periodically 
inspected and remotely monitored where required by risk-based hazard analysis applied 
on a site-specific basis. 

1033-222 

The Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS addresses crop dusting in Section 3.14.5, 

Impact AG #11 - Effects on Aerial Spraying. The analysis on page 3.14-6 acknowledges 
that the height of vertical HST structures, such as poles, radio communication towers, 
and elevated guideways, could interfere with aerial spraying of agricultural lands 
adjacent to the alignment. However, no restrictions currently exist on the distances an 
aircraft must maintain from utility lines or towers (Gage 2010). In addition, agricultural 
aircraft currently fly in areas where utility lines of varying heights, such as telephone 
poles and electrical transmission towers, exist in or near the sprayed fields. Therefore, 
changes in spraying patterns are not anticipated to create an additional hazard to crop¬ 
dusting activities. 

1033-223 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-S&S-05. 

The Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS is not obliged to identify and analyze every type 
of criminal activity that could potentially occur on the HST, although “theft and violence” 
seem to encompass the bulleted examples mentioned by the commenter. Mitigation is 
not provided because these issues are addressed by the Project Design Features 
identified in Section 3.11.6. These features include preparing threat and vulnerability 
assessments during the engineering design and construction phases, which would 
establish provisions for the deterrence and detection of, as well as the response to, 
criminal and terrorist acts for rail facilities and system operations. In addition to the 
system features cited by the commenter, additional provisions the Authority would 
implement include developing and implementing security procedures and staff training, 


1033-223 

as well as the use of closed-circuit television monitoring. 

1033-224 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-S&S-05. 

1033-225 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-08, FB-Response-TR-02. 

The commenter is directed to paragraph 2 of the referenced mitigation measure, which 
makes it clear that the mitigation measure is not deferred: 

“Prior to operation of the stations for HST service [emphasis added], the Authority will 
enter into an agreement with the public service providers of fire, police, and emergency 
services to fund the Authority’s fair share of services above the average baseline service 
demand level for the station and HMF service areas (as established during the 
monitoring period). The fair share will be based on projected passenger use for the first 
year of operations, with a growth factor for the first 5 years of operation. This cost¬ 
sharing agreement will include provisions for ongoing monitoring and future negotiated 
amendments as the stations are expanded or passenger use increases. Such 
amendments will be made on a regular basis for the first 5 years of station operation, as 
will be provided in the agreement. To make sure that services are made available, 
impact fees will not constitute the sole funding mechanism, although impact fees may be 
used to fund capital improvements or fixtures (i.e., police substation, additional fire 
vehicle, onsite defibrillators) necessary to service delivery.” 

1033-226 

As described in the beginning of Section 3.11.3, safety issues addressed in the Revised 
DEIR/Supplemental DEIS include future rail system operations, such as train travel; 
vehicle, bicycle, and pedestrian access at stations; emergency response by fire, law 
enforcement, and emergency services to fire and seismic events; or other emergency 
situations. For security, the analysis evaluates impacts associated with the incidence of 
crime against people and property, including acts of terrorism. 
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1033-226 

Applicable design standards for safety and security that would be used for the project 
are provided in Appendix 2-D, and are summarized in Section 3.11.6, Mitigation 
Measure S&S-1: Monitor response of local fire, rescue, and emergency service 
providers to incidents at stations and the HMF and provide a fair share of cost of 
service. As discussed under Mitigation Measure S&S-1, before the initiation of HST 
service, the Authority will enter into an agreement with local fire, police, and emergency 
services to fund the Authority's fair share of services above average baseline service 
levels, with a growth factor for the first 5 years of operation. In addition, the Authority will 
monitor all HST-related service calls. After the first 5 years, the agency agreements will 
be modified, as needed, taking into account earlier service needs and other factors 
identified as part of the mitigation measure. 

1033-227 

The California High-Speed Rail Authority will continue to coordinate with the County of 
Kings during right-of-way acquisition and final design to agree upon the required location 
and level of roadway improvements for Houston Avenue associated with the HST 
project (an overcrossing of the BNSF Alternative is proposed). Property access 
mitigation measures are identified under Section 3.2.7 of the Revised 
DEIR/Supplemental DEIS. Mitigation Measure TR-1 states that if a proposed road 
closure or realignment restricts current access to a property, the project would provide 
alternative access via connections to existing roadways. If adjacent road access is not 
available, then feasible new road connections would be provided. The referenced fire 
station is identified in Volume I, Section 3.12.6.4, Affected Environment, and is not 
identified as requiring relocation. The associated heliport is discussed in Volume I, 
Section 3.11.5.3, Impact S&S #11, and the HST was found to have no impacts on the 
operation of the heliport. Final engineering refinements would avoid impacts on the fire 
station and provide proper access. Some facilities within the existing parcel immediately 
adjacent to the HST may be relocated within the existing parcel on which the station is 
located, if required. 

1033-228 

As Fire Station #4 would not be relocated, an analysis of impacts of its relocation is not 
warranted. 


1033-229 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-S&S-05. 

As described in FB-Response-S&S-05, security screening at HST stations would be 
subject to the regulatory requirements of the Transportation Security Administration 
(TSA) and would respond to a Threat/Vulnerability Assessment prepared by the 
Authority. TSA requirements specific to high-speed rail operations have not been 
determined at this time and may change as TSA policies evolve. The Authority is 
engaging TSA to better understand its policies and participate in the development of the 
regulatory requirements, but at this time a discussion of TSA policies in the EIR/EIS will 
not establish the significance of potential security problems. 

1033-230 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-SO-07. 

The Environmental Justice (EJ) Guidance is a supplement to the Authority’s Title VI 
Program. The Authority vetted the proposed EJ policy and guidance with the Federal 
Railroad Administration (FRA). The Authority has subsequently received FRA comment 
to include the Department of Transportation order, which has been incorporated in the 
EJ Guidance document. The adoption of the EJ Policy formalized the Authority’s long¬ 
standing efforts to address EJ matters in a comprehensive manner. The Authority and 
FRA have undertaken substantial outreach to EJ communities. 

The EJ analysis adheres to the definition given by Executive Order 12898 and U.S. 
Department of Transportation Order 5610.2, which defines an environmental justice 
effect as a "disproportionately high and adverse effect on minority and low-income 
populations." This is an adverse effect that is predominately borne by a minority 
population and/or a low-income population or that would be appreciably more severe or 
greater in magnitude for the minority and/or a low-income population than the adverse 
effect that would be suffered by the nonminority and/or non-low-income population along 
the project. Section 4.3 in the Community Impact Assessment Technical Report 
identifies the environmental justice populations along the project. The methodologies for 
identifying these populations are detailed in Appendix A of the Community Impact 
Assessment Technical Report. Section 5.3 in the Community Impact Assessment 
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1033-230 

Technical Report provides detailed information on the potential for substantial 
environmental justice effects across resources along the project. Impacts SO #17 and 
SO #18 (Volume 1 of the EIR/EIS, Section 3.12) summarize these findings. 

1033-231 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-SO-01. 

Please see Appendix A of the Community Impact Assessment Technical Report for a 
complete description of the methodologies used for property displacement analysis. See 
Section 5.2.2 in the Draft Relocation Impacts Report for detailed information on the 
estimated number of relocated residences and available vacant properties. The analysis 
of potential suitable replacement real estate (residential and commercial-industrial) 
available for sale or rent in the study region was conducted in 2010. Real estate market 
conditions are constantly changing along with overall economic conditions in the region, 
so the report can only identify the likely availability of suitable replacement housing. 

1033-232 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-01. 

Please see Appendix A of the Community Impact Assessment Technical Report for a 
complete description of the methodologies used for property displacement analysis. See 
Sections 4.2 and 5.2.2 in the Draft Relocation Impacts Report for detailed information on 
the methodology used in estimating the number of relocated residences and available 
vacant properties. To be conservative in this analysis and avoid underestimating 
displacements, residences and businesses located on acquired parcels, including those 
only temporarily impacted, were counted as permanent displacements. This was done 
because it is not possible at this stage of the project to predict the outcome of the 
parcel-by-parcel property acquisition phase. These conservative displacement numbers 
were then used in all community division, fiscal revenue, and physical deterioration 
analysis, and therefore do not underestimate the potential impacts. 

1033-233 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-SO-01. 


1033-233 

For more information on the property acquisition and compensation process, see the 
Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS, Volume II, Appendix 3.12-A. See Section 4.2 of the 
Draft Relocation Impacts Report for detailed information about the methodology for 
estimating the number of residences relocated and for an explanation about how special 
considerations for those relocated will ultimately be determined on a case-by-case basis 
during the land acquisition and real estate appraisal portion of the project. 

1033-234 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-SO-01, FB-Response-SO-05. 

To determine the potential likelihood of any adverse effects on school district funding, 
areas with large numbers of residential displacement were examined to determine if 
relocation outside of current school district boundaries would be necessary. The total 
number of housing units that may be displaced in a school district was compared with 
the number of vacant housing units in the nearby vicinity to determine if a substantial 
number of families with enrolled students may be forced to relocate outside of their 
current school district. School funding impacts may occur in an area where a large 
number of displaced residents would need to relocate to homes in a new school district. 

As discussed in the property section in the EIR/EIS, Section 3.12, Impact SO #9, there 
is suitable vacant residential property within the current vicinity of all residential 
displacements. Therefore, very little effect is expected to occur on school district funding 
as a result of project operation. 

The details of this analysis and complete results by school district can be found in the 
Fresno to Bakersfield Section: Community Impact Assessment Technical Report. 

Further discussion about impacts on public school district funding and bus transportation 
routes can be found in Appendix 3.12-B, Effects on School District Funding and 
Transportation Bus Routes. 

The analysis of potential suitable replacement real estate (residential and commercial- 
industrial) available for sale or rent in the study region was conducted in 2010. Real 
estate market conditions are constantly changing along with overall economic conditions 
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1033-234 

in the region, so the report can only identify the likely availability of suitable replacement 
housing. 

1033-235 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-SO-05. 

To determine the potential likelihood of any adverse effects on school district funding, 
areas with large numbers of residential displacement were examined to determine if 
relocation outside of current school district boundaries would be necessary. The total 
number of housing units that may be displaced in a school district was compared with 
the number of vacant housing units in the nearby vicinity to determine if a substantial 
number of families with enrolled students may be forced to relocate outside of their 
current school district. School funding impacts may occur in an area where a large 
number of displaced residents would need to relocate to homes in a new school district. 
As discussed in the property section in the EIR/EIS, Section 3.12, Impact SO #9, there 
is suitable vacant residential property within the current vicinity of all residential 
displacements. Therefore, very little effect is expected to occur on school district funding 
as a result of project operation. 

The details of this analysis and complete results by school district can be found in the 
Fresno to Bakersfield Section: Community Impact Assessment Technical Report. 

Further discussion about impacts on public school district funding and bus transportation 
routes can be found in Appendix 3.12-B, Effects on School District Funding and 
Transportation Bus Routes. 

1033-236 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-SO-01, FB-Response-AG-01. 

The Authority, as required under the Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property 
Acquisition Policies Act of 1970, as amended (42 U.S.C. sec. 4601 et seq.), will provide 
land owners with just compensation as determined in the appraisal process, including 
the value of any displaced residences and loss of farmland. Age of permanent plantings 
(such as walnut tree orchards) is an element of comparison and will be considered and 
analyzed in the appraisal process. Future production is an inherent element of the 


1033-236 

appraised value. 

For more information on how the acquisition process works, see "Your Property, Your 
Pligh-Speed Rail Project" pamphlet on the California Pligh-Speed Rail Authority’s 
website. 

1033-237 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-AG-01, FB-Response-AG-02, FB- 
Response-AG-03, FB-Response-AG-07, FB-Response-GENERAL-04, FB-Response- 
SO-01. 

The EIR/EIS is not misleading; it analyzed the direct impacts to agricultural land in 
Section 3.14. Additionally, the estimated effect to agricultural production is analyzed and 
presented in Appendix C of the Community Impact Assessment Technical Report. In 
brief, this analysis examined potential losses in revenue resulting from: (a) the loss of 
agricultural production on agricultural land acquired in the project right-of-way and (b) 
potential yield losses occurring up to 500 feet away from the project as a result of factors 
such as dust reducing growth of crops, wind effects resulting in reduced pollination 
benefits, difficulties and limitations imposed in applying pesticides near the project, etc. 

1033-238 

The EIR/EIS provides a complete description of the potential for the project to disrupt or 
divide established communities, including Ponderosa, in Section 3.12. 

As detailed in Section 3.12 Impact SO#6, in the Ponderosa Road community, potentially 
up to half of the existing ranch-style homes could be displaced by the BNSF Alternative. 
In this location, residents enjoy a unique blend of amenities and very few comparable, 
vacant, developed rural residential homes may be available as replacement properties. 

If so, it may be necessary to consider constructing housing of last report, including 
rehabilitation of existing housing or relocation of disrupted residential area to newly 
constructed housing elsewhere in the vicinity. Even if replacement housing were to be 
constructed to meet these needs, these replacements would not represent a substantial 
number of new homes, and therefore the impact would be less than significant under 
CEQA. 
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1033-239 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-SO-OI. 

See Volume I of the EIR/EIS, Section 3.12, Impact SO #9, for information on why it may 
be necessary to consider constructing housing of last resort, including rehabilitation of 
existing housing or relocation of disrupted residential areas to newly constructed 
housing elsewhere if there is not sufficient comparable vacant homes in the Ponderosa 
area. For more information on the property acquisition and compensation process, see 
Volume II, Appendix 3.12-A. 

1033-240 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-03. 

1033-241 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-SO-05. 

The analysis in Section 5.4.2 of the Community Impact Assessment Technical Report 
states that the BNSF Alternative would have potential impacts on the Kit Carson Union 
Elementary School District. The alternative would result in 23 residential relocations. In 
the worst-case scenario in which all these residents relocate out of the school district, 
there would be 12 affected students out of 448 students enrolled in the district. Of these 
residential relocations, seven residential units would be from the Ponderosa area. The 
average household size in Ponderosa is 3.39, 26% of which are children under 18 years 
old. Therefore, about six children from Ponderosa would potentially no longer be 
enrolled in the school district. 

See Volume I of the EIR/EIS, Section 3.12, Impact SO #9, for information on why it may 
be necessary to consider constructing housing of last resort, including rehabilitation of 
existing housing or relocation of disrupted residential areas to newly constructed 
housing elsewhere if there is not sufficient comparable vacant homes in the Ponderosa 
area. For more information on the property acquisition and compensation process, see 
Volume II, Appendix 3.12-A. 


1033-242 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-21, FB-Response-SO-01. 

The Project right-of-way includes areas set aside for construction activities and staging, 
but ultimately the contractor will choose the sites. If additional right-of-way is required, 
the property owner will be compensated with fair market value for the use of their 
property. 

1033-243 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-SO-05. 

For information on the FIST operation-related property and sales tax revenue effects, 
see Volume I of the EIR/EIS, Section 3.12, Impacts SO #3, SO #4, and SO #12. 

1033-244 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-S&S-03, FB-Response-S&S-04, FB- 
Response-SO-05, FB-Response-SO-03. 

Construction- and operation-related sales tax gains are examined in section 5.4.6 of the 
CIA. The impacted cities and counties will have considerable additional revenues 
attributed to the construction and operation of the FIST. Please see Table 2-17 
Approximate Construction Schedule in Chapter 2 of the EIR/EIS for the timing of when 
these sales tax gains would occur. 

The employment created through project construction would employ workers in the 
regional labor force and has the potential to attract small numbers of workers to the 
region as a result of employment opportunities. The increase in population from in- 
migrating construction workers would not affect the ability of local jurisdictions to provide 
government and public services because the number expected is small. 

The Authority has committed to maintain a permit bureau to help businesses (including 
confined-animal operations) overcome the regulatory disruptions caused by the project. 
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1033-245 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-SO-05. 

The Authority will be hiring the construction management staff to oversee operations. 
For information on the HST operation-related property and sales tax revenue effects, 
see Volume I of the EIR/EIS, Section 3.12, Impacts SO #3, SO #4, and SO #12. 

1033-246 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-SO-03, FB-Response-SO-OI. 

The analysis of potential job loss due to residential and business displacement and 
relocation was performed by alternative and the results are presented in Volume I of the 
EIR/EIS, Section 3.12 (Impacts SO #9, SO #10, and SO #11). It is unforeseeable where 
each displaced business owner would relocate. However, a gap analysis of available 
properties was performed for the displaced residents and relocated businesses, and the 
results showed that there are suitable replacement locations in the surrounding areas. 
See the Draft Relocation Impacts Report for the complete analysis. 

1033-247 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-18. 

1033-248 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-01, FB-Response-SO-01. 

Please refer to Mitigation Measure SO-3: Implement measures to reduce impacts 
associated with the relocation of important facilities. These measures will apply to all 
schools, churches, city and county property, as well as other important facilities such as 
the Fresno Rescue Mission. The Authority will consult with these respective parties 
before land acquisition to assess potential opportunities to reconfigure land use and 
buildings and/or relocate affected facilities, as necessary, to minimize the disruption of 
facility activities and services, and also to ensure relocation that allows the community 
currently served to continue to access these services. This mitigation measure will be 
effective in minimizing the impacts of the project by completing new facilities before 
necessary relocations, and by involving affected facilities in the process of identifying 


1033-248 

new locations for their operations. The Authority, as required under the Uniform Act and 
CRAA, bears the cost of compensation for displaced public infrastructure. 

The impacts of implementing the mitigation measures are described in section 3.12.11. 

1033-249 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-SO-01. 

Please see Appendix A of the Community Impact Assessment Technical Report for a 
complete description of the methodologies used for property displacement analysis. See 
Section 5.2.2 in the Draft Relocation Impacts Report for detailed information on the 
estimated residences relocated and vacant properties available. The analysis of 
potential suitable replacement real estate (residential and commercial-industrial) 
available for sale or rent in the study region was conducted in 2010. Real estate market 
conditions are constantly changing along with overall economic conditions in the region, 
so the report can only identify the likely availability of suitable replacement housing. 

1033-250 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-SO-01. 

Please see Appendix A of the Community Impact Assessment Technical Report for a 
complete description of the methodologies used for property displacement analysis. See 
Section 5.2.2 in the Draft Relocation Impacts Report for detailed information on the 
estimated residences relocated and vacant properties available. The analysis of 
potential suitable replacement real estate (residential and commercial-industrial) 
available for sale or rent in the study region was conducted in 2010. Real estate market 
conditions are constantly changing along with overall economic conditions in the region, 
so the report can only identify the likely availability of suitable replacement housing. 

1033-251 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-01, FB-Response-SO-01. 

See the EIR/EIS, Volume I, Section 3.12, Impact SO #9, for information on why it may 
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be necessary to consider constructing housing of last resort, including rehabilitation of 
existing housing or relocation of disrupted residential areas to newly constructed 
housing elsewhere if there is not sufficient comparable vacant homes in the Ponderosa 
area. For more information on the property acquisition and compensation process, see 
Volume II, Appendix 3.12-A. 

1033-252 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-SO-OI, FB-Response-SO-03. 

The property acquisition and compensation plan includes provisions to ensure relocated 
businesses remain fully operational at their new location, and contains the potential for 
renovating existing structures to fit the needs of the business. 

1033-253 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-04. 

For a detailed analysis of the effects of the HST project on agricultural production, see 
Appendix C of the Community Impact Assessment Technical Report. 

1033-254 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-01, FB-Response-SO-01. 
1033-255 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-01, FB-Response-SO-01. 

Please see Appendix A of the Community Impact Assessment Technical Report for a 
complete description of the methodologies used for property displacement analysis. See 
Section 5.2.2 in the Draft Relocation Impacts Report for detailed information on the 
estimated residences relocated and vacant properties available. The analysis of 
potential suitable replacement real estate (residential and commercial-industrial) 
available for sale or rent in the study region was conducted in 2010. Real estate market 
conditions are constantly changing along with overall economic conditions in the region, 
so the report can only identify the likely availability of suitable replacement housing. 


1033-255 

Although the exact timeline for the start of property acquisition is undetermined at this 
time, property owners will receive at least 90 days notice if their property is affected. For 
more information on the property acquisition and compensation process, see Volume II, 
Appendix 3.12-A. 

1033-256 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-01. 

1033-257 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-01, FB-Response-N&V-05. 

1033-258 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-01. 

Please refer to Mitigation Measure SO-3: Implement measures to reduce impacts 
associated with the relocation of important facilities. These measures will apply to all 
schools, churches, city and county property, as well as other important facilities. The 
Authority will consult with these respective parties before land acquisition to assess 
potential opportunities to reconfigure land use and buildings and/or relocate affected 
facilities, as necessary, to minimize the disruption of facility activities and services, and 
also to ensure relocation that allows the community currently served to continue to 
access these services. This mitigation measure will be effective in minimizing the 
impacts of the project by completing new facilities before necessary relocations, and by 
involving affected facilities in the process of identifying new locations for their 
operations. The Authority, as required under the Uniform Act and CRAA, bears the cost 
of compensation for displaced public infrastructure. 

1033-259 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-AG-02, FB-Response-GENERAL-01. 

Mitigation Measure SO-3 does not address access issues to parcels that may be 
stranded as a result of the HST. The Authority will consider access issues on a case-by- 
case basis during right-of-way acquisition. If it is cost effective and does not threaten the 
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integrity of the HST, the Authority may provide access under the train route. If it is not 
determined to be cost effective, the landlocked portion will be addressed in the appraisal 
process. The Authority may consider acquiring an access easement on the neighboring 
parcel under eminent domain. The Authority may acquire the landlocked portion 
and auction off that excess land. 

1033-260 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-LU-03. 

The initial alternatives for the Fresno rural subsection originated from a variety of 
sources. Initial alternatives were developed in response to input from local, state, and 
federal agency officials and stakeholders during the scoping process. A number of initial 
alternatives were driven by the possible locations for a Kings/Tulare Regional Station to 
serve the Visalia-Tulare-Hanford area. The HST alignment in Fresno County follows the 
BNSF tracks where feasible, only diverging from that corridor to reach the Kings/Tulare 
Regional Station-East Alternative and Kings/Tulare Regional Station-West Alternative. 
The Hanford West Bypass, the preferred alignment identified in the Statewide Program 
EIR/EIS, was included as part of the analysis. The Hanford East Bypass was included in 
the analysis as it would have fewer impacts on aquatic resources, special-status species 
habitat, and agricultural land than the Hanford West Bypass. 

As discussed in Section 3.13.5.3, in the area of Fresno County where the HST 
alignment diverges from adjacency with the BNSF tracks, the HST would not be 
compatible with the adjacent agricultural land uses, and it would not be consistent with 
plans and policies designed to protect agricultural lands in Fresno County. 

Because the HST project is a state project, consistency with local plans and policies is 
not required by law. 

1033-261 

As stated in Section 1.2.1, the purpose of the statewide HST System is to provide a 
reliable high-speed electrified train system that links the major metropolitan areas of the 
state, and that delivers predictable and consistent travel times. A further objective is to 
provide an interface with commercial airports, mass transit, and the highway network 


1033-261 

and relieve capacity constraints of the existing transportation system as increases in 
intercity travel demand in California occur, in a manner sensitive to and protective of 
California’s unique natural resources (Authority and FRA 2005). 

Additionally, as stated in Section 1.2.3, the approximately 114-mile-long Fresno to 
Bakersfield Section is an essential component of the statewide HST System. As part of 
the Central Valley section of the HST System, the Fresno to Bakersfield Section would 
provide Fresno, Visalia, Tulare, Hanford, and Bakersfield access to a new transportation 
mode and contribute to increased mobility throughout California. Population growth and 
the increasing interconnectedness of the south San Joaquin Valley’s economies are 
creating a surge in travel along SR 99, the transportation corridor connecting the south 
San Joaquin Valley with the rest of California. Overall, intercity travel in California is 
forecast to increase by more than 58% between 2010 and 2035, from 610 million trips to 
about 965 million trips. More than 50% of the intercity travel market between the state’s 
major metropolitan regions is expected to have a destination within the Bay Area to the 
central part of the San Joaquin Valley. Therefore, the HST project would provide an 
additional mode of transportation for San Joaquin Valley residents both within the 
Central Valley and to areas outside of the Central Valley served by the HST project. 

Prop 1A provides funding for intercity connections for transit agencies. However, funding 
is not necessarily a guarantee that these programs will be implemented. 

1033-262 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-12. 

At full build out, the HST would operate separately from state-supported Amtrak service. 
The decision whether to continue Amtrak service on the San Joaquin line (using existing 
BNSF infrastructure) is outside the purview of the Authority. The HST project includes 
no plans to discontinue Amtrak service to the Hanford station or any other 
station/platform along the Fresno to Bakersfield Section corridor. 

As described in Section 3.2.5.3 of the EIR/EIS, it is anticipated that the Amtrak San 
Joaquin rail service would be adjusted to function as a feeder service to the HST 
System. Where the San Joaquin stops at more stations, it is anticipated that connecting 
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service would be provided to maintain accessibility at or better than current service 
levels to Bakersfield, and as a feeder service, the San Joaquin line would be important 
in its support of new riders. The initial operating section (IOS) will include the Merced to 
Fresno and Fresno to Bakersfield sections of the FIST System. As noted in the Revised 
2012 Business Plan, HST passenger operations will begin with the completion of the 
IOS connections to the Los Angeles Basin. Amtrak provides service to the San Joaquin 
Valley from both the Bay Area and Los Angeles Basin. Amtrak’s San Joaquin line can 
provide passenger rail service to any of several Central Valley termini of the HST 
System while the other IOS is under construction. 

As discussed above, once the HST is in operation, Amtrak is likely to remain as a feeder 
service, both providing access to HST stations and train service between San Joaquin 
Valley cities that do not have HST stations. As discussed in Section 2.2.4.B of the Final 
EIR/EIS, the King/Tulare Regional station is part of the project, and shuttle service to 
downtown Hanford is expected to be a part of station operations. As a result, downtown 
Hanford will continue to be readily accessible to train riders - whether arriving on the 
Amtrak line, or from the HST station. With regard to the Corcoran Amtrak Station, 
relocation of the facility would be completed prior to demolition of the existing structure, 
and no disruption to Amtrak service would occur. The Amtrak facility in Wasco would 
also be relocated prior to demolition of the existing structure, if necessary. 

1033-263 

The Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS includes a discussion of the Kings County 
General Plan (Kings County Community Development Agency [1993, 1997] 2010) in 
Section 3.13.2.3. As stated in Section 3.13.2.3, the HST System would achieve all these 
objectives by reducing regional dependence on the automobile. The HST project is an 
undertaking of the HST Authority and FRA in their capacities as state and federal 
agencies. As such, it is not required to be consistent with local plans. 

1033-264 

The Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS includes a discussion of the Kings County 
General Plan (Kings County Community Development Agency [1993, 1997] 2010) in 
Section 3.13.2.3. As stated in Section 3.13.2.3, the HST System would achieve all these 
objectives by reducing regional dependence on the automobile. The HST project is an 


1033-264 

undertaking of the HST Authority and FRA in their capacities as state and federal 
agencies. As such, it is not required to be consistent with local plans. 

1033-265 

The Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS includes a discussion of the consistency with 
regional and local plans in Section 3.13.2.3. The HST project is an undertaking of the 
HST Authority and FRA in their capacities as state and federal agencies. As such, it is 
not required to be consistent with local plans nor is the Authority required to provide 
mitigation for any inconsistencies. 

1033-266 

The Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS includes a discussion of the consistency with 
regional and local plans in Section 3.13.2.3. The HST project is an undertaking of the 
HST Authority and FRA in their capacities as state and federal agencies. As such, it is 
not required to be consistent with local plans, nor is the Authority required to provide 
mitigation for any inconsistencies. 

1033-267 

The Land Use Element of the Kings County General Plan (Kings County Community 
Development Agency [1993, 1997] 2010) designates the general distribution, location 
and intensity of land uses throughout the unincorporated territory of the county, and 
establishes land use policies to guide and direct future land use decisions and 
development. The Kings County Zoning Ordinance consists of a zoning plan designating 
certain districts and regulations controlling the uses of land, the density of population, 
the uses and locations of structures, the height and bulk of structures, the open spaces 
about structures, the appearance of certain uses and structures, the areas and 
dimensions of sites, and regulations requiring the provision of off-street parking and off- 
street loading facilities. 

The Kings County General Plan (Kings County Community Development Agency [1993, 
1997] 2010) includes General Plan land use designations, while zoning designations are 
controlled by the Kings County Zoning Map. Designations for land under the Kings 
County General Plan and Zoning Ordinance may differ. The Kings/Tulare Regional 
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Station—East Alternative is designated as Limited Agriculture in the General Plan, and 
zoned as Light Industrial by the Kings County Zoning Ordinance. 

1033-268 

The Kings/Tulare Regional Station—East Alternative is designated as Light Industrial by 
the Kings County Zoning Ordinance and would be consistent with the zoning on the 
parcel it would be located on. 

1033-269 

The Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS includes a discussion of the consistency with 
regional and local plans in Section 3.13.2.3. Because the HST project is a state project, 
consistency with local plans and policies is not required by law. 

1033-270 

As stated in FB-Response-GENERAL-01, Tiering and Level of Detail in Analysis and 
Mitigation, under CEQA, where the design details of the project have not been fully 
developed and the development of specific mitigation will rely upon information not yet 
available, an EIR may take a phased approach to the development of specific mitigation 
provided it has analyzed the impact and made a significance determination, commits to 
mitigation in the form of a mitigation measure for the significant effect, and specifies 
"performance standards which would mitigate the significant effect of the project and 
which may be accomplished in more than one specified way" (14 CCR 
15126.4(a)(1)(b)). The same is true under NEPA. The EIS must discuss mitigation “in 
sufficient detail to ensure that environmental consequences have been fairly evaluated,” 
but it is not necessary to formulate and adopt a complete mitigation plan (Robertson v. 
Methow Valley Citizens Council, 490 U.S. 332, 352 [1989]). 

The mitigation measures identified in the Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS meet these 
requirements. During preparation of the impact sections, technical staff identified those 
impacts that would potentially exceed a level of significance. The Revised 
DEIR/Supplemental DEIS identifies mitigation measures that will avoid, reduce, or 
otherwise mitigate each such potentially significant impact. Feasible mitigation is 
expected to be adopted to address each significant effect that was identified in the 


1033-270 

Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS. 

It will be stated in the description and contract of a temporary construction easement 
that the Authority’s contractor will repair any damage and restore the property to its 
previous existing condition, including replanting, re-establishing irrigation systems, 
replacing wells, etc. Otherwise, the Authority’s contractors are responsible for any 
damage caused outside of the acquired right of way and will compensate the affected 
land owner. 

1033-271 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-AG-03. 

Section 3.14.3 5 of the Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS includes analysis from the 
direct permanent conversion of Important Farmlands to non-agricultural use. The 
acreage for the project footprint for each alternative was quantified and identified as 
being permanently converted to HST use. In addition, analysts examined farmland 
severance on a parcel-by-parcel basis for each alternative to identify where severance 
would create two parcels, and result in remnant parcel(s) that would be too small or too 
physically constrained to be farmed economically. The quantity of the non-economic 
remnant parcels was then added to the footprint quantity to identify total Important 
Farmland directly and permanently converted to non-agricultural use for each 
alternative. The farmland conversion reported in this document reflects a 15% design 
level. As the design develops, this assessment will continue to be updated for the 
current property acquisition requirements. 

For land uses other than agricultural land uses (commercial, residential, etc.), the 
analysis included a tally of full and partial acquisitions of parcels required for the HST 
project. Parcels were identified using aerial photographs, conceptual engineering plans, 
profiles, and right-of-way data showing potential parcel acquisitions. Potential full and 
partial acquisitions were tabulated for the project alternatives. The availability of suitable 
replacement housing and business locations was also examined. In the case of full 
acquisition, all residences and businesses on the parcel are assumed displaced and 
relocated. Many parcels would be partially acquired, and acquisition of the structures 
located on the parcel would not be necessary. However, this does not mean there would 
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be no adverse impacts on these properties. At this stage of project design, identifying 
the individual circumstances surrounding each partial acquisition of parcels is not 
possible. To be conservative and to avoid underestimating displacements and 
relocations, all residences and businesses on partially acquired parcels, including those 
that may ultimately be temporarily affected—for example, impacts associated with 
construction that are not expected to last through project operation—are counted as full 
displacements requiring relocation. 

As discussed in FB-Response-SO-OI: Acquisitions, Displacements, and Relocations, 
the Authority has adjusted alternatives during conceptual design to avoid or minimize 
impacts, including property acquisitions, to the extent possible. This alternative 
refinement process will continue throughout final design. 

1033-272 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-AG-02, FB-Response-AG-03, FB- 
Response-AG-04. 

As stated in Section 3.13.5.3, the project would require acquisition of land that is not 
currently in transportation uses; however, the FIST tracks and supporting facilities would 
not inhibit continuation of existing uses on adjacent lands. Adjacent agricultural land 
could continue to be farmed. While the HST would be initially disruptive to existing 
agricultural operations, adjacent land would remain in agricultural production in the long 
term because of the high value of land for agriculture in the south San Joaquin Valley, 
the predominance of the agricultural industry in the region, and the extensive agricultural 
infrastructure that is in place. 

All of the alternative alignments are located near or go through rural, residential, and 
urban areas, resulting in residential, commercial, and industrial displacements. In a 
number of cases, the presence of the HST will disrupt community cohesion or result in 
community division. These displacement and community impacts are discussed in 
Section 3.12, Socioeconomics, Communities, and Environmental Justice, section 3.12.8. 
Although impacts will occur to communities and affect some residents, it will not be 
disruptive enough to force a change in land use patterns. Both the BNSF Railway and 
UPRR cross through the south San Joaquin Valley and have not prevented recent 


1033-272 

development of residential neighborhoods in close proximity to the lines. For example, 
there has been substantial residential development along the BNSF Railway alignment 
on the western side of metropolitan Bakersfield over the past 30 years. 

The HST stations in downtown Fresno and Bakersfield could stimulate residential and 
commercial development on adjacent land that is consistent with current uses and land 
use plans and policies. In the area surrounding the Kings/Tulare Regional Station, both 
of the Kings/Tulare Regional Station alternatives could indirectly result in development 
of supporting uses, such as restaurants and rental car agencies, on adjacent lands to 
serve the traveling public. While these changes to adjacent lands would be incompatible 
with their current land uses and designations, the Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS 
does acknowledge the potential for land use changes to occur. 

1033-273 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-TR-03. 

This comment suggests that the Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS has inappropriately 
deferred the identification of measures necessary to mitigate significant effects that may 
result from construction of the Fresno to Bakersfield Section, specifically the 
Kings/Tulare Regional Station. The Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS does not defer 
mitigation, but rather provides an extensive set of mitigation measures, using 
performance standards included in project approval decisions made in the future by the 
Authority and the FRA, and to be further reviewed, refined, and applied as design 
progresses and permits are obtained from other agencies. Under CEQA, where the 
design details of the project have not been fully developed and the development of 
specific mitigation will rely upon information not yet available, an EIR may take a phased 
approach to the development of specific mitigation, provided that it has analyzed the 
impact and made a significance determination, commits to mitigation in the form of a 
mitigation measure for the significant effect, and specifies "performance standards 
which would mitigate the significant effect of the project and which may be accomplished 
in more than one specified way" (14 CCR 15126.4(a)(1)(b)). The same is true under 
NEPA. The EIS must discuss mitigation “in sufficient detail to ensure that environmental 
consequences have been fairly evaluated,” but it is not necessary to formulate and 
adopt a complete mitigation plan (Robertson v. Methow Valley Citizens Council, 490 


^CALIFORNIA #> of Transportation 

■ _ | _ ,, A Federal Railroad 

High-Speed Karl Authority 'w Administration 









California High-Speed Train Project EIR/EIS 
Fresno to Bakersfield Section 


Vol. V Response to Comments from I ndividuals Last Name D-F 


Response to Submission 1033 (Aaron Fukuda, October 18, 2012) - Continued 


1033-273 

U.S. 332, 352 [(1989]). 

The Kings/Tulare Regional Station is no longer considered a "potential" station. The 
Final EIR/EIS has been revised to reflect that the Authority and FRA will construct a 
Kings/Tulare Regional Station in the vicinity of Hanford as part of the 
project. Construction timing would be based on ridership demand in the region, and 
would occur during Phase 2 of the statewide project, sometime after 2020. 

1033-274 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-TR-03. 

The Authority would work with local jurisdictions and other interested parties to phase 
the parking supply to support HST ridership demand and the demand of other uses in 
the vicinity of the station. The stations have not yet been designed (the illustrations in 
the EIR/EIS are conceptual) and will not be designed for several years. Similarly, actual 
ridership levels are not known at this time. As discussed in Section 2.2.3 of the Revised 
DEIR/Supplemental DEIS: “Parking demand expectations are based on HST system 
ridership forecasts where parking availability is assumed to be unconstrained - meaning 
100% of parking demand is assumed to be met. These projections provide a 'high' 
starting point to inform discussions with cities where stations are proposed. While this 
EIR/EIS identifies locations for parking facilities needed to satisfy the maximum forecast 
demand, parking is anticipated to be developed over time in phases, while also 
prioritizing access to the HST system through other modes such as transit, which could 
lead to less parking being necessary." 

The Authority does not have sufficient information to provide precise information 
regarding the timing, design and funding of station parking; therefore, the phasing plan 
for parking structures has not yet been developed. The implementation of parking will be 
initiated in conjunction with the construction of the stations and the initiation of rail 
service, and will be phased in accord with ridership levels and demand. 

1033-275 

The EIR/EIS does not make a false comparison because all transportation corridors 
generate noise and have the potential to disturb nearby residents. Trains passing 


1033-275 

through the existing at-grade crossings between roadways and freight/Amtrak railroad 
tracks currently are required to blow their horns as a warning to oncoming traffic and 
pedestrians, which is often very disruptive to the nearby residents. Unlike freight trains, 
the HST requirements for a grade-separated track mean no horn noise would be 
generated. The HST would generate noise, and as discussed in Section 3.4, without 
mitigation, noise effects for many sensitive receivers along the HST alternatives would 
have substantial intensity under NEPA and the impact would be significant under CEQA. 
These effects would be decreased to a less-than-significant level at most locations with 
the implementation of the proposed mitigation measures (N&V-MM#1-Construction 
Noise Mitigation Measures and N&V-MM#2-Construction Vibration Mitigation 
Measures). 

In the Fresno to Bakersfield Section, the maximum train speeds would be 220 mph. At 
this speed, the distance from the centerline of the tracks within which annoyance or 
surprise from rapid onset trains would occur at 45 feet, which is within the project right- 
of-way where people and animals will be excluded with fencing. For these reasons, 
rapid onset noise events are considered to have an effect of negligible intensity under 
NEPA, and a less than significant impact under CEQA. 

Being located close to the HST, especially near a station, would provide residents with 
improved mobility throughout the region and businesses could benefit from increased 
revenues from project construction and operation spending; see Section 5.4.6 of the 
Community Impact Assessment Technical Report. 

1033-276 

All materials referenced in the Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS are available to the 
public. This report is located on the California High-Speed Rail Authority’s website. 

1033-277 

Local land use plans are created by cities and counties with authority over the type and 
amount of land uses that can be developed in their areas. Therefore, the Authority has 
no authority over land use decisions in the station areas. As discussed in Section 
3.13.5.3, urban stations in Fresno and Bakersfield would encourage higher-intensity 
development in the surrounding areas, an indirect effect of the stations that would be 
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consistent with existing urban development and expectations for the types of uses that 
can be supported in an urban environment. The Fresno HST station would be located in 
an area where the City of Fresno is updating plans to address the potential for infill 
development and increased densities associated with the FIST station. The City of 
Bakersfield has adopted redevelopment plans for the FIST station area in Bakersfield. 
Therefore, development of the stations in these areas would be consistent with the 
cities’ plans and policies encouraging downtown revitalization. 

1033-278 

The Authority would work with local jurisdictions and other interested parties to phase 
the parking supply to support FIST ridership demand and the demand of other uses in 
the vicinity of the station. The stations have not yet been designed (the illustrations in 
the EIR/EIS are conceptual) and will not be designed for several years. Similarly, actual 
ridership levels are not known at this time. As discussed in Section 2.2.3 of the Revised 
DEIR/Supplemental DEIS: “Parking demand expectations are based on FIST system 
ridership forecasts where parking availability is assumed to be unconstrained - meaning 
100% of parking demand is assumed to be met. These projections provide a 'high' 
starting point to inform discussions with cities where stations are proposed. While this 
EIR/EIS identifies locations for parking facilities needed to satisfy the maximum forecast 
demand, parking is anticipated to be developed over time in phases, while also 
prioritizing access to the HST System through other modes such of transit, which could 
lead to less parking being necessary." 

The Authority does not have sufficient information to provide precise information 
regarding the timing, design and funding of station parking; therefore, the phasing plan 
for parking structures has not yet been developed. The implementation of parking will be 
initiated in conjunction with the construction of the stations and the initiation of rail 
service and will be phased in accord with ridership levels and demand. 

1033-279 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-02. 

As discussed in Master Response FB-02, Proposition 1A does not mandate that the 
HST remain solely within existing transportation corridors. Doing so would make 


1033-279 

impossible the San Francisco to Los Angeles travel time mandated under the 
Proposition. The "sweeping curves" of the alternative alignments are there for a 
purpose: they allow operation at the high speeds necessary to meet the travel time limit. 

Master Response FB-02 explains the practical reasons why remaining solely in the 
existing corridors is impossible if the HST is to comply with Proposition 1 A. Given that 
the HST Project alternatives are designed to provide a high-speed right of way, and the 
existing transportation corridors cannot feasibly do so, there is no requirement 
to compare the impacts of the project to those of the existing transportation corridors. 
The No-Project Alternative correctly describes a future without an HST. 

In any case, the commenter's suggestion that locating outside a transportation corridor 
doubles the impacts of locating within a transportation corridor is flawed. It ignores the 
potential loss of agricultural land necessitated by widening the existing corridor to 
accommodate the safe separation distance between HST and the existing rail line, the 
associated impacts on communities, biological resources, and waters of the United 
States of a widened corridor, and the necessity of grade separations at each road 
crossing along the entire distance of the HST alignment that would require elevating 
portions of the HST track. 

The HST project is being undertaken by a state agency (the Authority) and a federal 
agency (the FRA). The project must conform to the policies and objectives of the 
statutes and regulations under which the Authority and FRA operate. For example, the 
Authority must balance the objectives stated in Proposition 1A in pursuing development 
of an HST system for California. However, the HST project is not required to be fully 
consistent with the regional San Joaquin Blueprint. The HST was considered during 
preparation of the Blueprint and would advance the following Blueprint smart growth 
principles: 

• Provide a variety of transportation choices [The HST provides another transportation 
mode offering convenient and fast inter-regional travel] 

• Strengthen and direct development towards existing communities [The HST stations in 
Fresno and Bakersfield would provide a market incentive for growth in their 
downtowns.] 

• Enhance the economic vitality of the region [The HST would provide convenient and 
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fast connections across the region and beyond, encouraging more business, as 
discussed in the EIR/EIS.] 

1033-280 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-02, FB-Response-GENERAL-10. 

In the case of Hanford, it was not feasible to follow the BNSF Railway through the city. 
The BNSF Railway in the Hanford area has several curves too severe for an HST, and 
constructing the HST through Hanford would have resulted in a substantial impact to 
residential and commercial properties in the city. That is why the preferred alignment for 
the Fresno to Bakersfield Section was selected to bypass Hanford in the 2005 Record of 
Decision adopted based on the analysis of alternatives in the Statewide Program 
EIR/EIS for the California High-Speed Rail System. 

1033-281 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-01, FB-Response-GENERAL-02. 

The Final EIR/EIS discloses these inconsistencies in Section 3.13, Local Growth, 

Station Planning, and Land Use. The HST project is being undertaken by a state agency 
(the Authority) and a federal agency (the FRA). The project must conform to the policies 
and objectives of the statutes and regulations under which the Authority and FRA 
operate. For example, the Authority must balance the objectives stated in Proposition 1A 
in pursuing development of an HST system for California. However, the HST project is 
not subject to the general plan policies or zoning regulations adopted by local 
governments. 

1033-282 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-AG-03, FB-Response-GENERAL-02. 

The Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS recognizes that small, uneconomic parcels will 
be created. These uneconomic parcels were included in the permanent agricultural land 


1033-282 

takes, as they are too small to be farmed economically. 

The reasons for locating portions of the alignments outside of existing transportation 
corridors are described in Standard Response FB-02. 

1033-283 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-04. 

Existing land uses and city/county land use regulations around the Kings/Tulare 
Regional Station alternatives are discussed in Section 3.13. Section 3.18 discloses the 
potential for these alternative station sites to induce growth. The eastern alternative, in 
particular, is identified as growth-inducing because its site adjoins lands planned for 
agricultural use. The western alternative would also be growth-inducing, however the 
impact would be somewhat less in that it is between Hanford and Armona in an area 
expected to grow (albeit at a lower intensity). As described in Section 3.14.7 of the 
Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS, Mitigation Measure AG #1 commits the Authority to 
funding the acquisition from willing sellers of permanent conservation easements on 
farmlands in Kings County. This will be implemented through the existing California 
Farmlands Conservancy Program. Guidelines for the award of funding for specific 
conservation easements will prioritize areas near the station, as well as areas suitable 
for urban separators, to help reduce further conversion of agricultural land around the 
eastern station alternative. However, this is an unavoidable impact. 

The HST project is being undertaken by a state agency (the Authority) and a federal 
agency (the FRA). The project must conform to the policies and objectives of the 
statutes and regulations under which the Authority and FRA operate. For example, the 
Authority must balance the objectives stated in Proposition 1A in pursuing development 
of an HST system for California. However, the HST project is not subject to the general 
plan policies or zoning regulations adopted by local governments. 

1033-284 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-07, FB-Response-GENERAL-16. 
The Authority and FRA are not subject to local plans, policies, and ordinances. 
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1033-284 

Therefore, failure to conform to local plans, policies, and regulations is not an 
environmental impact. No mitigation is required. 

Section 3.13 describes local plans, policies, and ordinances related to land use, 
including agriculture. Section 3.18 describes the project's potential for inducing growth, 
including growth that would be inconsistent with local plans. 

1033-285 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-SO-OI, FB-Response-AG-03. 

The identification of remnant parcels that were too small to farm was made by right-of- 
way experts with experience in acquisition of agricultural lands. The number of remnant 
parcels and their total acreage are provided in Section 3.14. The analysis used a 
conservative approach to determine whether or not a parcel would be a remnant. All 
remnant parcels will be reanalyzed once the right-of-way process begins, and the right- 
of-way agents will work with the farmers to determine whether or not a parcel is 
farmable. Please refer to Section 3.14.3 in the Final EIR/EIS for more information on the 
remnant parcel analysis. 

In April 2013, the Authority reached an agreement with agricultural interests on 
mitigation of agricultural land impacts for the Merced to Fresno Section of the FIST 
System (Authority 2013). Under that agreement, the Authority will acquire agricultural 
conservation easements for its impact on Important Farmland (i.e., land classified as 
prime farmland, farmland of statewide importance, farmland of local importance, and 
unique farmland) at the following ratios: 

• Important Farmland converted to nonagricultural uses either by direct commitment of 
the land to project facilities or by the creation of remnant parcels that cannot be 
economically farmed will be mitigated at a ratio of 1:1. 

• Where HST project facilities would create a remnant parcel of 20 acres or less in size, 
the acreage of that remnant parcel will be mitigated at a ratio of 1:1. 

• An area 25 feet wide bordering Important Farmland converted to nonagricultural uses 
by project facilities (not counting remnant parcels) will be mitigated at a ratio of 0.5:1. 


1033-286 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-AG-04, FB-Response-AG-05, FB- 
Response-AG-06. 

The Agricultural Working Group (AWG) was established in July 2011 to assist the 
Authority with an independent advisory group that could address the issues being raised 
by the agricultural community. The representatives of this group are specialists and 
experts in their specific fields of agriculture. They include representatives of universities, 
governmental agencies, county agricultural commissions and agri-business. A series of 
white papers was produced by this group and they were presented to the High-Speed 
Rail Authority Board. The subjects of the white papers are: bees and pollination, induced 
winds, dairy impacts, movement of agricultural equipment, irrigation, and pesticide 
use. The information contained in the white papers produced by the working group is 
included in the Final EIR/EIS in FB-Response-AG-04, Severance - Farm Impacts; FB- 
Response-AG-05, Pesticide Spraying/Dust/Pollination; and FB-Response-AG-06, 
Confined Animal Facilities. The final white papers are currently provided on the 
Authority's website. 

1033-287 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-04, FB-Response-SO-01, FB- 
Response-AG-01. 

The acreage totals are used to assess the impacts of the whole project, and are not to 
be associated with an individual farm, but with the project as a whole. These values 
were drawn from the California High Speed Train - Project Level Environmental 
Methodology Guidelines developed by the Authority and FRA in September 2010 
(Authority and FRA 2010). 

While some farms may be profitable on sites smaller than 10 acres that is actually rare. 
As disclosed in Section 3.14, the average farm size in the affected counties ranges from 
several hundred to over 1,000 acres. 

1033-288 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-04. 


^CALIFORNIA #> of Transportation 

■ _ | _ ,, A Federal Railroad 

High-Speed Karl Authority 'w Administration 










California High-Speed Train Project EIR/EIS 
Fresno to Bakersfield Section 


Vol. V Response to Comments from I ndividuals Last Name D-F 


Response to Submission 1033 (Aaron Fukuda, October 18, 2012) - Continued 


1033-288 

The Authority disagrees that the statement misrepresents the situation or misleads the 
reader. The statement is describing how the farms were originally organized in a simple 
square pattern for effective and efficient farming. Over time those patterns have been 
disrupted due to other transportation infrastructure introduced in the area. 

The geographical orientation of the San Joaquin Valley is not directly north-south. From 
its northernmost point, going south, the valley trends toward the southeast. As a result, 
although many agricultural parcels orient along the north-south-east-west grid pattern 
established by early surveys, the transportation system generally follows the northwest 
to southeast orientation of the Valley. 

1033-289 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-03, FB-Response-GENERAL-04. 

This is not misleading. The assumption that the FIST will reduce the impacts of 
agricultural conversion is in addition to other measures that are currently being 
undertaken to prevent the conversion, such as SB 375. Growth around the stations in 
both downtown Fresno and Bakersfield would not have any impacts on agricultural 
lands, as the stations are in developed urban areas. In regards to the Flanford Station, 
the Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS states that some agricultural land would be lost, 
and acknowledges the growth-inducing impact of that station (see Section 3.18). 
Mitigation Measure AG #1 has been adopted to reduce the impact of the conversion of 
agricultural land by the FIST project by funding the acquisition of permanent 
conservation easements. 

1033-290 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-03, FB-Response-GENERAL-04, 
FB-Response-AG-01. 

The Authority disagrees that the statement should be removed. Many HST stations will 
be located in urbanized areas and will provide opportunities for additional growth in 
those communities. Fresno and Bakersfield will benefit from this growth opportunity, as 
evidenced in Section 3.18, Regional Growth. As discussed in FB-Response-GENERAL- 
03, development of the Kings/Tulare Regional Station would reinforce the importance of 


1033-290 

Flanford as a transportation hub, but would not result in higher-density development in 
the city's downtown due to the station's location outside the city center. There is a high 
likelihood that indirect effects on land use in the area surrounding the Kings/Tulare 
Regional Station would occur, as discussed in Section 3.18, Regional Growth. 
Depending on the growth objectives of Flanford and the surrounding communities, the 
Authority is open to working with local governments, the California Department of 
Conservation, and non-governmental agencies to purchase agricultural conservation 
easements around the station to keep the land in agricultural production and discourage 
growth, consistent with Mitigation Measure Ag-MM#1. 

1033-291 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-AG-05, FB-Response-AG-06. 

The Agricultural Working Group was established in July 2011 to assist the Authority as 
an independent advisory group that could address the issues being raised by the 
agricultural community. The representatives of this group are specialists and experts in 
their specific fields of agriculture. They include representatives of universities, 
governmental agencies, county agricultural commissions and agri-business. A series of 
white papers were produced by this group, including papers on bee pollination and 
on dairy impacts, which were presented to the Fligh-Speed Rail Authority Board in July 
2012. 

The information contained in the white papers produced by the Working Group 
substantiates the conclusions made in the EIR/EIS. It is also included in the Final 
EIR/EIS in FB-Response-AG-05, Pesticide Spraying/Dust/Pollination and FB-Response- 
AG-06, Confined Animal Facilities. The final white papers are currently provided on the 
Authority's website. 

1033-292 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-SO-01. 

Impact AG #1 addresses temporary use of agricultural land. It acknowledges that some 
agricultural land outside of the permanent right-of-way would be used for construction. 
Specific acreage estimates are provided for each alternative, and project design 
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1033-292 

requires that the land be restored to as close to its pre-construction condition as 
possible. Any losses experienced by farmers due to the lands used for temporary 
construction staging areas will be compensated by the Authority during the right-of-way 
property acquisition process. During that process, losses in the value of the remaining 
property will be taken into account and the owner will be compensated for the loss in 
productivity. Fair market value takes into account the value of the land, the 
improvements on the land, as well as the future income the land and improvements can 
generate. 


It will be stated in the description and contract for a temporary construction easement 
that the Authority’s contractor will repair any damage and restore the property to its 
previous existing condition, including replanting, re-establishing irrigation systems, 
replacing wells, etc. Otherwise, the Authority’s contractors are responsible for any 
damage caused outside of the acquired right-of-way and will compensate the affected 
land owner. If it is found that the land is not able to be restored to its previous existing 
condition, then the land owner will be compensated for the losses accordingly. 

1033-293 

Mining operations are regulated by the Surface Mining and Reclamation Act (SMARA), 
which requires preparation and city/county approval of a reclamation plan for 
implementation at such future time as when the mining operation is terminated. There is 
no such requirement for the HST project, and the Authority and FRA are not undertaking 
any operations that are subject to SMARA. 


The Authority, as a design feature of the HST Project, is committed to returning these 
lands to as close to their pre-construction condition as possible. Once the land is no 
longer required for construction activities, the Authority will return the land to the same 
condition it was before construction began. The project will employ standard methods 
under the required Stormwater Pollution Prevention Program to avoid spilling chemicals 
used in construction on the ground and, if unexpected spillages do occur, to clean them 


1033-293 

promptly. No contamination will remain when the construction is completed. These 
requirements will be included in the contracts for the design-builder and monitored by 
the Authority to ensure that they are implemented. 

To preserve the top soil some of the requirements may include: replanting, re¬ 
establishing irrigation systems, replacing wells, etc. Methods to prevent the current top 
soil from becoming “dead soil” may include: stockpiling the topsoil off site during the 
construction phase and reapplying it after construction, amending the soil after 
construction to restore nutrients, or importing new top soil after construction. Otherwise, 
the Authority’s contractors are responsible for any damage caused outside of the 
acquired right of way and will compensate the affected land owner. If it is found that the 
land is not able to be restored to its previous existing condition, then the land owner will 
be compensated for the losses accordingly. Restoration of sites to prior condition would 
only consist of a recommendation for scarification of the top 12 inches, recompaction to 
85% maximum relative density, and surface stabilization for dust mitigation 
(hydroseeding or other) prior to transitioning a temporary use site to the owner. This 
restoration of staging or other temporary use areas is incorporated as part of the project, 
as described in Section 2.8. 

1033-294 

This has been clarified in the Final EIR/EIS. Please see Section 3.14.5 of the Final 
EIR/EIS for a correction about the number of confined animal facilities within 100 feet of 
the alignment. 

1033-295 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-AG-06, FB-Response-N&V-OI. 

The Authority formed an agricultural working group to assist the Authority on agricultural 
issues. The working group is composed of representatives of universities, government 
agencies, and agri-business. The group completed a white paper on dairy impacts in 
2012 (this paper is on the Authority's website). That white paper reports the following. 
The conclusion in the white paper establishes that while current research suggests 
minimal impact beyond 100 feet, this is not conclusive and consideration should be 
given to studies of cattle responses to the HST for conditions where cattle operations 
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1033-295 

are within 350 feet (90db). Additional research on this topic will be undertaken as a 
project design feature during the HST testing phase, as described in Section 3.14.6. 

The construction noise impact analysis was based on evaluating the noise expected to 
be generated by typical construction equipment and construction methods in 
comparison to existing noise levels. As mentioned above, the existing noise levels were 
determined throughout the corridor by direct field noise measurements. Although overall 
construction is expected to take several years, this is a linear project and construction 
will proceed along the alignment such that construction at any particular location will be 
completed in a much shorter time. At-grade construction will proceed at a faster rate 
than at locations where a grade separation, such as an overpass, is being 
installed. During construction, the Authority and its design/build contractor will consider 
local noise sensitivities consistent with local ordinances and employ best management 
practices to minimize excess noise impacts during construction. 

During the right-of-way valuation process, any loss in value of the remainder property 
would include lost revenue and would take into consideration factors such as added cost 
of operation and/or reduced productivity of the remaining land. 

1033-296 

A description of the sources of sound can be found in Chapter 5 of the Noise Technical 
Report. The sources of noise include (1) propulsion or machinery noise, (2) mechanical 
noise resulting from wheel/rail interactions and/or guideway vibrations, and (3) 
aerodynamic noise resulting from airflow moving past the train. 

1033-297 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-AG-06, FB-Response-N&V-OI, FB- 
Response-N&V-03. 

The Authority formed an agricultural working group to assist the Authority on agricultural 
issues. The working group is composed of representatives from universities, 
government agencies, and agri-business. The group completed a white paper on dairy 
impacts in 2012 (this paper is on the Authority's website). The conclusion in the white 
paper establishes that while current research suggests minimal impact beyond 100 feet, 


1033-297 

this is not conclusive and consideration should be given to studies of cattle responses to 
the FIST for conditions where cattle operations are within 350 feet (90db). 

Many studies on domestic animals suggest that some species appear to adjust to some 
forms of sound disturbance. Conclusions from research conducted to date provide only 
rough estimates of threshold levels for observed animal disturbance. Cows on dairies 
are constantly exposed to a variety of noises from farm equipment, farm machinery, and 
work activities that may have habituated them to noises above the presumed threshold 
for response. 

The commenter has not provided substantiation for the supposition that the introduction 
of new cows would change the conclusions of prior research. 

1033-298 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-03, FB-Response-GENERAL-04. 

The assumption that the HST will reduce the impacts of agricultural conversion in the 
Central Valley was based on the background materials prepared for the selected San 
Joaquin Valley Blueprint Scenario B+. The San Joaquin Valley Blueprint was prepared 
and adopted in 2009 as a coordinated effort by the Council of Governments in the San 
Joaquin Valley. 

The extent to which subdivision developments have occurred and will continue to occur 
in the San Joaquin Valley depends on land use planning decisions made by the Valley's 
cities and counties. Kings and Kern Counties have expressed in their comments on the 
Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS a commitment to the preservation of farmland 
through well-considered conservation policies in their general plans. In addition to the 
factors described in Standard Response FB-03, this could help reduce the suburban 
sprawl that has characterized the Valley in the past if the counties hold to those policies. 

1033-299 

Overpass footprints are included in the impact considerations. The study area for 
analysis was discussed in Section 3.1.3. As stated, the footprint includes "the project 
components include the proposed HST right-of-way and associated facilities such as 


^CALIFORNIA #> of Transportation 

.., ■ _ | _ ,, A Federal Railroad 

High-Speed Karl Authority 'w Administration 











California High-Speed Train Project EIR/EIS 
Fresno to Bakersfield Section 


Vol. V Response to Comments from I ndividuals Last Name D-F 


Response to Submission 1033 (Aaron Fukuda, October 18, 2012) - Continued 


1033-299 

traction-power substations and switching and paralleling stations, as well as the shifts in 
roadway rights-of-way associated with those facilities—including overcrossings and 
interchanges—that would be modified or shifted to accommodate the HST project." 

1033-300 

As stated in the comment, some activities involved with the construction of a grade 
separation at H Street and Tulare Street will occur within 100 feet of the stadium. In 
terms of construction period impacts to Chukchansi Park as a public recreational 
facility, the indirect impacts would include noise, dust, and visual changes, which could 
indirectly affect the stadium and its users. However, these indirect impacts are not 
anticipated to substantially affect normal use because of the existing urban nature of the 
facility. Therefore, the effects of the project would have negligible intensity under NEPA 
and would be a less-than-significant impact under CEQA. The mitigation measures for 
Impact PK #1 - Common Aesthetics and Visual Quality Impacts, will be implemented at 
Chukchansi Park. Mitigation Measures AVR-MM#1a and AVR-MM#1b will be 
implemented as outlined in Section 3.16, Aesthetics and Visual Resources, of the Final 
EIR/EIS. No mitigation measures are required for the less-than-significant impacts for 
the use of the stadium as a park and recreation resource. 

1033-301 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-TR-01. 

As discussed in Section 3.2, Transportation, the construction of the HST stations, 
platforms, and track alignment would require temporary construction easements (TCEs). 
The TCEs may require the temporary closure of parking areas, roadway travel lanes, 
pedestrian facilities, bicycle lanes, and paths. Any closure or removal of parking areas, 
roadways, pedestrian facilities, bicycle lanes, or paths during construction would be 
temporary, and every attempt would be made to minimize their removal or shorten the 
length of time that these facilities are inoperable. On completion of construction, all 
parking areas, roadway lanes, pedestrian facilities, and bicycle lanes would be restored. 

The Authority and FRA have considered avoidance and minimization measures 
consistent with the Statewide and Bay Area to Central Valley Program EIR/EIS 
commitments (Authority and FRA 2005, 2008; Authority 2010a, 2012d). During project 


1033-301 

design and construction, the Authority and FRA would implement measures to reduce 
any associated construction-related impacts. For example, project design features #8, 
Construction Transportation Plan, and #9, Construction during Special Events, as 
described in Section 3.2.6, Project Design Features, would be implemented. The latter 
measure would provide a mechanism to prevent roadway construction activities from 
reducing roadway capacity during major athletic events or other special events that 
attract a substantial number of visitors. Mechanisms would include the presence of 
police officers directing traffic, special-event parking, use of within-the-curb parking, or 
shoulder lanes for through-traffic, traffic cones, and so on. Through such mechanisms, 
roadway capacity would be maintained. 

1033-302 

The Authority and FRA have considered avoidance and minimization measures 
consistent with the Statewide and Bay Area to Central Valley Program EIR/EIS 
commitments (Authority and FRA 2005, 2008; Authority 2010a, 2012d). During project 
design and construction, the Authority and FRA would implement measures to reduce 
any associated construction-related impacts. For example, project design features #8, 
Construction Transportation Plan, and #9, Construction during Special Events, as 
described in Section 3.2.6, Project Design Features, would be implemented. The latter 
measure would provide a mechanism to prevent roadway construction activities from 
reducing roadway capacity during major athletic events or other special events that 
attract a substantial number of visitors. Mechanisms would include the presence of 
police officers directing traffic, special-event parking, use of within-the-curb parking, 
shoulder lanes for through-traffic, traffic cones, and so on. Through such mechanisms, 
roadway capacity would be maintained. Implementation of the project design features 
with the proposed project would ensure less-than-significant traffic and parking impacts 
on the use of Chukchansi Park. 

1033-303 

Some activities involved with the construction of a grade separation at H Street and 
Tulare Street would occur within 100 feet of the stadium. In terms of construction period 
impacts to Chukchansi Park as a public recreational facility, indirect impacts would 
include noise, dust, and visual change, which could indirectly affect the stadium and 
users. However, these indirect impacts are not anticipated to substantially affect normal 
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1033-303 

use because of the existing urban nature of the facility. Therefore, the effects of the 
project would have negligible intensity under NEPA and would be a less-than-significant 
impact under CEQA. The mitigation measures for Impact PK #1 - Common Aesthetics 
and Visual Quality Impacts, will be implemented at Chukchansi Park. Mitigation 
Measures AVR-MM#1a and AVR-MM#1b will be implemented as outlined in Section 
3.16, Aesthetics and Visual Resources, of the Final EIR/EIS. 

Air Quality Mitigation Measures A&Q-MM#1 through A&Q-MM#6 and Noise and 
Vibration Mitigation Measures N&V-MM#1 and N&V-MM#2 would also be implemented 
during construction. However, these measures would not be implemented because of 
the impacts resulting from the use of the stadium as a park and recreation resource, but 
rather because of the impacts determined in Sections 3.3, Air Quality and Global 
Climate Change, and 3.4, Noise and Vibration, of the Final EIR/EIS. 

The Authority and FRA have considered avoidance and minimization measures 
consistent with the Statewide and Bay Area to Central Valley Program EIR/EIS 
commitments (Authority and FRA 2005, [2008] 2012). During project design and 
construction, the Authority and FRA would implement measures to reduce any 
associated construction-related impacts. For example, project design features #8, 
Construction Transportation Plan, and #9, Construction during Special Events, as 
described in Section 3.2.6, Project Design Features, would be implemented. The latter 
measure would provide a mechanism to prevent roadway construction activities from 
reducing roadway capacity during major athletic events or other special events that 
attract a substantial number of visitors. Mechanisms include the presence of police 
officers directing traffic, special-event parking, use of within-the-curb parking or shoulder 
lanes for through-traffic, traffic cones, and so on. Through such mechanisms, roadway 
capacity would be maintained. 

1033-304 

As discussed in Section 3.7, Biological Resources and Wetlands, the Pixley National 
Wildlife Refuge (NWR) is near the HST alternatives (i.e., the BNSF Alternative and the 
Allensworth Bypass Alternative [1,000 feet west of Pixley NWR]), but the HST 
alternatives do not overlap any portion of the Pixley NWR. The construction of the HST 
alternatives would not result in direct impacts on special-status habitats or species. 


1033-304 

Because of the considerable distance from the Pixley NWR to the alternatives and the 
existing barriers formed by State Route 43 and the BNSF Railway right-of-way, no 
indirect impacts on the Pixley NWR are expected to occur. 

1033-305 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-AVR-03, FB-Response-GENERAL-01. 

As stated in Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-01, some comments suggest 
that the RDEIR/SDEIS has inappropriately deferred the identification of measures 
necessary to mitigate significant effects that may result from construction of the Fresno 
to Bakersfield Section. The RDEIR/SDEIS does not defer mitigation, but rather provides 
an extensive set of mitigation measures using performance standards included in 
project approval decisions made in the future by the Authority and the FRA, and to be 
further reviewed, refined, and applied as design progresses and permits are obtained 
from other agencies. Under CEQA, where the design details of the project have not 
been fully developed and the development of specific mitigation will rely upon 
information not yet available, an EIR may take a phased approach to the development of 
specific mitigation, provided that it has analyzed the impact and made a significance 
determination, commits to mitigation in the form of a mitigation measure for the 
significant effect, and specifies "performance standards which would mitigate the 
significant effect of the project and which may be accomplished in more than one 
specified way" (14 CCR 15126.4(a)(1)(b)). The same is true under NEPA. The EIS must 
discuss mitigation “in sufficient detail to ensure that environmental consequences have 
been fairly evaluated,” but it is not necessary to formulate and adopt a complete 
mitigation plan (Robertson v. Methow Valley Citizens Council, 490 U.S. 332, 352 
[1989]). 

The mitigation measures identified in the RDEIR/SDEIS meet these requirements. 

1033-306 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-AVR-03. 

Mitigation Measures AVR-MM#2f and #2g both call for application of graffiti-resistant 
coatings to facilitate removal, and commit to repair within a reasonable period of time. 


^CALIFORNIA #> of Transportation 

■ _ | _ ,, A Federal Railroad 

High-Speed Karl Authority 'w Administration 










California High-Speed Train Project EIR/EIS 
Fresno to Bakersfield Section 


Vol. V Response to Comments from I ndividuals Last Name D-F 


Response to Submission 1033 (Aaron Fukuda, October 18, 2012) - Continued 


1033-306 

In addition, Table 3.16-2 in Section 3.16, Aesthetics and Visual Resources, of the 
Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS has been revised to address graffiti and blight. Also, 
mitigation measures for construction have been revised to state: “Any graffiti or visual 
defacement of temporary fencing and walls will be painted over or removed within 5 
business days after notification.” Mitigation measures for operations have been revised 
to state: “Any graffiti or visual defacement or damage of fencing and walls will be painted 
over or repaired within 5 business days after notification. In addition, a process for 
notification of local law enforcement will be implemented.” 

1033-307 

The Authority would maintain all HST facilities, including the right-of-way and fence and 
provide appropriate weed and pest control. Maintenance activities are described in 
Section 2.6, Operations and Service Plan, of the Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS. 

The Authority would not be responsible for maintaining lands outside of the project 
footprint. 

Table 3.16-2 in Section 3.16, Aesthetics and Visual Resources, of the Revised 
DEIR/Supplemental DEIS has been revised to address graffiti and blight. Also, 
mitigation measures for construction have been revised to state: “Any graffiti or visual 
defacement of temporary fencing and walls will be painted over or removed within 5 
business days.” Mitigation measures for operations have been revised to state: “Any 
graffiti or visual defacement or damage of fencing and walls will be painted over or 
repaired within a reasonable time after notification. In addition, a process for notification 
of local law enforcement will be implemented.” 

1033-308 

The sentence in Table 3.16-2 has been revised in Volume I of the Final EIR/EIS as 
follows: "The height from ground level to the top of rail would typically be a minimum of 
4.5 feet, but could be as much as 12 feet, depending on topography." 


1033-309 

Table 3.16-2 in Section 3.16, Aesthetics and Visual Resources, of the Revised 
DEIR/Supplemental DEIS identifies chain-link fencing as a component of at-grade 
guideways. As stated in Table 3.16-2, such fencing will not block views, but may detract 
from the quality of views. However in the analysis of project impacts from particular 
viewpoints, individual project features are not all singled out in the discussion. Rather, 
the totality of visible project features in that location/situation, including fencing, was 
analyzed. For example, as stated in the Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS analysis of 
potential impacts on residents in Rosedale (Section 3.16.5.3): "For single-story 
residences adjacent to the HST in (this) segment, the effects of the elevated guideway 
would be exacerbated by views of right-of-way fencing, cleared land under guideways, 
and support columns. . . ." 

Where fencing and other project features could cause significant impacts to adjacent 
sensitive viewers, as in the example cited, the intent of Mitigation Measure AVR-MM#2c, 
which addresses at-grade and elevated segments, is to provide screening to help 
reduce those impacts to acceptable levels by enhancing intactness and vividness. This 
screening would include trees, which are often particularly effective in elevated 
segments, but could also include other plant material, if appropriate, in at-grade 
segments. 

1033-310 

Power traction facilities are described in Table 3.16-2 in Section 3.16, Aesthetics and 
Visual Resources, and Mitigation Measure AVR-MM#2h, Screen Traction Power 
Distribution Stations and HMF. Overpass structures are discussed repeatedly in various 
sections of the impact assessment, particularly in the section titled "San Joaquin Valley 
Rural/Agricultural landscape Unit" in Section 3.16.5.3 and on Figure 3.16-38 (KVP 4), 
which depicts a representative simulation of a project overcrossing. Mitigation Measure 
AVR-MM#2f, Landscape Treatments along the HST Project Overcrossings ... provides 
mitigation measures to address possible impacts from these structures. 

Table 3.16-2 includes a description of radio communication towers under Traction 
Power Distribution Stations (TPSSs) and these were assumed to be present in the 
analysis of impacts from TPSSs. In addition, the words ‘radio communication towers’ is 
hereby added to Mitigation Measure AVR-MM#2h in order to make that fact explicit. 
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1033-310 

The discussion in Section 3.16.5.3 of the RDEIR/SDEIS under Project Impacts 
acknowledges that TPSSs, alignment fencing, and many other features that are 
enumerated, could have adverse visual effects on high-sensitivity viewers. Mitigation 
Measure AVR-MM#2h addresses these potential impacts of TPSSs in detail. 

1033-311 

The visual assessment reflects an analysis of all proposed project features, including all 
those listed in the comment as described in Table 3.16-2, even though not every 
associated feature is described in each impact discussion. Radio towers were 
inadvertently omitted from Table 3.16-2. This was an error, and "radio communication 
towers" was added to the title of Mitigation Measure AVR-MM-#2h for the Final EIR/EIS. 
The precise locations of such towers is not yet known. However, wherever they are 
ultimately sited, this measure will be applied. 

Table 3.16-2 includes a description of radio communication towers under Traction 
Power Distribution Stations (TPSSs) and these were assumed to be present in the 
analysis of impacts from TPSSs. In addition, the words ‘radio communication towers’ is 
hereby added to Mitigation Measure AVR-MM#2h in order to make that fact explicit. 

The discussion on p. 3.16-66 acknowledges that TPSSs, alignment fencing, and many 
other features that are enumerated there, could have adverse visual effects on high- 
sensitivity viewers. Mitigation Measure AVR-MM#2h addresses the potential impacts of 
TPSSs (including communication towers) in detail. 

1033-312 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-01, FB-Response-GENERAL-14, 
FB-Response-LU-01. 

Travel time alone does not determine a reasonable commute mode and commute 
distance. Willingness to relocate to save housing costs is a function of housing cost, the 
quality of available housing (including the quality of the schools), the availability of 
amenities, commute time, and the cost of the daily commute, among many other factors. 
Although housing costs are currently low in the San Joaquin Valley as a result of the 


1033-312 

recession, as shown by the commenter's own information, housing costs in the San 
Francisco and Los Angeles urban areas have also suffered significant reductions. The 
current market value of homes is not a determinative factor in the potential for growth- 
inducement, particularly because the HST project will not be in operation for over a 
decade. 

The HST System will not be a below-market-cost, subsidized commuter rail service, but 
instead would provide rapid long-distance travel, priced at commercial market rates. 

HST System fares are expected to be tied to typical airplane fares. The cost of the fare 
will discourage relocation and a daily commute to and from the Bay Area and the Los 
Angeles Basin. 

Section 3.18.3, Methods for Evaluating Impacts, of the Revised DEIR/Supplemental 
DEIS describes the regional modeling process undertaken to forecast growth in the 11 
counties in the core Bay Area to Central Valley study area and five other multi-county 
regions in the state, including Fresno, Kings, Tulare, and Kern counties. The analysis 
was conducted by updating the population and employment estimates that were 
originally developed for the growth analysis in the Bay Area to Central Valley Program 
EIR/EIS (Authority and FRA 2008; Authority 2010a, 2012d) and by evaluating the 
impacts on regional growth that the HST project would create. Using updated 
information, economists estimated short-term/temporary employment generated by 
project construction using a regional input-output modeling system; long-term job 
creation resulting from project operation was estimated by Cambridge Systematics 
(Cambridge Systematics 2010). 

1033-313 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-03, FB-Response-GENERAL-23. 

The growth-inducement analysis in the Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS considered 
the potential for people to move from the coast to less-expensive housing in the Central 
Valley, including commuters. The HST project is unlike a highway or other road project 
that typically opens new areas to development. The key differences are that the HST 
project has a limited number of stations, whereas new freeways may have access points 
as close 1 mile apart and that the HST System will include a direct charge for 
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1033-313 

passengers, whereas road access has no direct cost. Therefore, the commenter's 
comparison of the growth-inducement produced by a new highway versus that resulting 
from the HST project is misplaced. 

Separately, the future conditions necessary to identify the sites where such commuters 
might live—including the locations of employment centers, types of employment, range 
of salaries, price of fuel, regional and local land use plans and regulations—are 
unknown. Therefore, projecting the extent and specific locations of growth resulting from 
relocations from the coast would be a speculative endeavor and has not been 
undertaken. 

Travel time alone does not determine a reasonable commute mode and commute 
distance. Willingness to relocate to save housing costs is a function of housing cost, the 
quality of available housing (including the quality of the schools), commute time, and 
cost of the daily commute. 

1033-314 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-14. 

The analysis of growth impacts involves modeling, using reasonable assumptions of 
future trends to develop reasonable projections. Growth projections were made at a 
countywide level. HST construction- and operation-related employment impacts were 
estimated using the Regional Input-Output Modeling System (RIMS) II multiplier 
model for the Fresno, Kings, Tulare, and Kern county region. The analysis of population 
and employment growth updated the population and employment estimates that were 
originally developed for the growth analysis in the Bay Area to Central Valley Program 
EIR/EIS (Authority and FRA 2008). For information on new job creation and the resulting 
impacts to the regional economy, see Impacts SO #5 and SO #13 in Section 3.12, 
Socioeconomics, Communities, and Environmental Justice, of the EIR/EIS. See also 
Section 5.1.2, Project Job Creation, of the Community Impact Assessment Technical 
Report (Authority and FRA 2012h) for more detailed information on short-term and long¬ 
term job creation. 

The discussion on page 3.18-19 referenced by the commenter is an overview of the 


1033-314 

analysis presented on subsequent pages. The analysis used to reach the conclusions 
presented there is detailed in the section titled "Project Impacts" (on page 3.18-29), 
including the analysis of employment and induced population growth. 

1033-315 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-18. 

The projected construction jobs are somewhat similar in nature to roadway and bridge 
construction jobs that are common in California and do not present "specialized needs," 
so there is no reason why most of the anticipated construction jobs cannot be met by 
local workers.The San Joaquin Valley has greater unemployment and a lower per capita 
income than the state as a whole. The Authority has adopted a Community Benefits 
Policy, which requires that design-build construction contracts will be required to adhere 
to the National Targeted Hiring Initiative, which states that a minimum of 30% of all 
project work hours shall be performed by National Targeted Workers and a minimum of 
10% of National Targeted Worker hours shall be performed by Disadvantaged Workers. 
This policy, along with other hiring policies, will ensure that the employment and 
business opportunities created by the project are accessible to the local community. For 
more information on hiring policies, see the Authority’s website. 

1033-316 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-03, FB-Response-GENERAL-14. 

The population of the San Joaquin Valley is projected to increase by 66.8% between 
2009 and 2035, almost twice the population increase projected for California over the 
same time period. Within the Fresno to Bakersfield four-county study area, this increase 
would be approximately 73%. An analysis by Cambridge Systematics, Inc., indicates 
that with the HST project, there is a small (approximately 3%) incremental effect 
compared with forecasted growth in the Central Valley. 

(Source: Cambridge Systematics Inc. 2003. Economic Growth Effects of the System 
Alternatives for the Program Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Impact 
Statement. Final Report. Prepared for California High-Speed Rail Authority with 
Economic Development Research Group. July 2003.) 
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1033-316 

Section 3.18.3, Methods for Evaluating Impacts, of the Revised DEIR/Supplemental 
DEIS describes the regional modeling process undertaken to forecast growth in the 11 
counties in the core Bay Area to Central Valley study area and five other multi-county 
regions in the state, including Fresno, Kings, Tulare, and Kern counties. The analysis 
was conducted by updating the population and employment estimates that were 
originally developed for the growth analysis in the Bay Area to Central Valley Program 
EIR/EIS (Authority and FRA 2008) and by evaluating the impacts on regional growth that 
the FIST project would create. Using updated information, economists estimated short¬ 
term/temporary employment generated by project construction using a regional input- 
output modeling system; long-term job creation resulting from project operation was 
estimated by Cambridge Systematics (Cambridge Systematics 2010a). 

For information on new job creation and the resulting impacts on the regional economy, 
see Impacts SO #5 and SO #13 in Volume I Section 3.12, Socioeconomics, 
Communities, and Environmental Justice, of the EIR/EIS. See also Section 5.1.2 of the 
Community Impact Assessment Technical Report (Authority and FRA 2012h) for more 
detailed information and a discussion of the methodologies used to analyze short-term 
and long-term job creation. 

1033-317 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-03. 

Travel time alone does not determine a reasonable commute mode and commute 
distance. Willingness to relocate to save housing costs is a function of housing cost, the 
quality of available housing (including the quality of the schools), commute time, and 
cost of the daily commute. 

The HST System will not be a below-market-cost, subsidized commuter rail service; 
instead, it would provide rapid long-distance travel, priced at commercial market rates. 
FIST System fares are expected to be tied to typical airplane fares. The cost of the fares 
will discourage relocation and a daily commute to and from the Bay Area and the Los 
Angeles Basin. Commuter rail ticket prices, in comparison, are considerably lower than 
the projected ticket prices for the HST System, even for trips across their service areas. 
For example, in early 2013 a one-way ticket from Sacramento to San Francisco on the 


1033-317 

Capitol Corridor was $31.00, from Camarillo to Los Angeles Union Station on Metrolink 
was $12.00, and from Fremont to Richmond on BART was $4.90. 

1033-318 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-03. 

The growth-inducement analysis in the Final EIR/EIS considered the potential for people 
to move from the coast to less-expensive housing in the Central Valley, including 
commuters. The consideration requested by the commenter is already a part of the 
analytical model used in the growth-inducement analysis. However, the future conditions 
necessary to identify the sites where such commuters might live—including the locations 
of employment centers, types of employment, range of salaries, price of fuel, regional 
and local land use plans and regulations—are unknown. Therefore, projecting the extent 
and specific locations of growth resulting from relocations from the coast would be a 
speculative endeavor and has not been undertaken. 

1033-319 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-01, FB-Response-GENERAL-03. 

The commenter's assertion is incorrect. The planning grants available from the Authority 
include a requirement to incorporate the specific principles enumerated in the Authority's 
2010 Urban Design Guidelines and the separate Station Area Development Policies. 
These documents establish detailed performance standards for the resultant station 
area plans. These specific requirements will ensure that the station area plans include 
the provisions anticipated in the EIR/EIS. 

1033-320 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-03. 

The Transit Oriented Development Design Proposals for Fresno Final Report (UC 
Berkeley 2010) analyzed the potential effect of an HST station in Downtown Fresno. The 
report identified a number of vacant and underutilized parcels (i.e., surface parking lots) 
adjacent to the Union Pacific Railroad (UPRR) corridor that are available for infill 
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1033-320 

development in the downtown area and how the existing wide streets in the downtown 
area provide opportunities for widened sidewalks, streetscapes, and bicycle lanes. 

The comment's concern over possible opposition to planning activities in Downtown 
Fresno is premature and speculative. Common solutions exist to avoid conflict over 
historic or cultural districts. For example, adaptive reuse of historic structures is a well- 
established approach to minimizing historic impacts and is encouraged under the 
Secretary of Interior's Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties with Guidelines 
for Preserving, Rehabilitating, Restoring, and Reconstructing Historic Buildings. The 
context-sensitive solutions approach set out in the Authority's 2010 Urban Design 
Guidelines (which will be integrated into the planning process pursuant to the planning 
grant provided to the city) specifically requires community values and physical context to 
be considered during the planning process. 

1033-321 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-03. 

The commenter is correct that the City of Bakersfield has not accepted any station 
planning grant funding and therefore would not necessarily consider the Authority's 
Urban Design Guidelines or its other principles of good planning. However, Bakersfield 
already has existing general plan policies that promote infill development downtown, has 
undertaken extensive past redevelopment activities to help revitalize its downtown, 
and is considering stronger general plan policies that would promote mixed uses near 
the HST stations (i.e., the Metropolitan Bakersfield General Plan update's 2009 draft 
Existing Conditions, Opportunities and Constraints Report). Although not binding on the 
city, the San Joaquin Valley Blueprint generally encourages higher-density development 
near the stations of the proposed HST System. The “sustainable communities strategy” 
or “alternative planning strategy” now being prepared by the Kern Council of 
Governments pursuant to Senate Bill (SB) 375 (2008) is expected to include policies 
and transportation funding incentives that will encourage compact development patterns 
to meet the region’s greenhouse gas (GHG) reduction targets for automobiles and light 
trucks (5% by 2020, 10% by 2035). Therefore, the project is not only consistent with 
existing local plans in Bakersfield, but would actually help create a market and help local 
government harness this market for intensified development near the HST station, in 


1033-321 

furtherance of those plans, to accommodate the needs of HST riders. 

1033-322 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-01, FB-Response-GENERAL-04. 

In Ag-MM #1 the Authority has entered into an agreement with the California 
Department of Conservation to fund a program that will acquire agricultural easements 
on land of similar quality and size as that land that is acquired by the HST (Authority and 
Department of Conservation 2013). “The California Department of Conservation regards 
this means of mitigation to be a common measure to a common and appropriate means 
of mitigating the loss of prime farmland” (Masonite Corporation versus County of 
Mendocino 2013). 

Due to the 4 county region having approximately 3,748,000 acres of Important Farmland 
and the HST needing place an estimated 3,102 acres of land in conservation easements 
(0.08% of the regions total), there should be more than enough Important Farmland for 
the California Department of Conservation to acquire agricultural easements. 

1033-323 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-TR-03. 

The Authority would work with local jurisdictions and other interested parties to phase 
the parking supply to support HST ridership demand and the demand for other uses in 
the vicinity of the station. The stations have not yet been designed (the illustrations in 
the EIR/EIS are conceptual) and will not be designed for several years. Similarly, actual 
ridership levels are not known at this time. As discussed in Section 2.2.3 of the Revised 
DEIR/Supplemental DEIS, parking demand expectations are based on HST system 
ridership forecasts where parking availability is assumed to be unconstrained—meaning 
100% of parking demand is assumed to be met. These projections provide a “high” 
starting point to inform discussions with cities where stations are proposed. Although 
this EIR/EIS identifies locations for parking facilities needed to satisfy the maximum 
forecast demand, parking is anticipated to be developed over time in phases, while also 
prioritizing access to the HST System through other modes such as transit, which could 
lead to less parking being necessary. 
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1033-323 

The Authority does not have sufficient information to provide precise information 
regarding the timing, design, and funding of station parking; therefore, the phasing plan 
for parking structures has not yet been developed. The construction of parking facilities 
will occur in conjunction with the construction of the stations and the initiation of rail 
service and will be phased in accord with ridership levels and demand. 

As described in FB-Response-GENERAL-06 (Relationship of the Authority’s Business 
Plan to the Analysis in the EIR/EIS) for stations, forecast annual ridership and peak- 
period ridership play a role in determining the size of some station components, such as 
those required for public access and egress, including parking. The 2035 full-system, 
high-ridership forecast formed the basis for the conceptual service plan, which in turn 
influenced the station designs so that station facilities would be sufficient to 
accommodate the anticipated future use of the HST System, which is expected to build 
over time. The Revised 2012 Business Plan for the California HST System similarly 
anticipates that future growth of the system will be phased over time (Authority 2012a). 

In the Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS, the 2035 full system high ridership forecast 
was used to estimate the maximum potential station parking demand and to allow for an 
analysis of where and how parking demand might be accommodated near the HST 
stations. 

The analysis of high forecasts for parking in the Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS 
provides flexibility over time to reduce the amount of station parking based on more- 
refined demand projections and transit-oriented development (TOD) around station 
areas. Land use development around the HST stations is assumed in the Revised 
DEIR/Supplemental DEIS to occur over time. The amount of nearby development as 
well as the future availability of local transit connections, both of which tend to decrease 
parking demand, will influence the future need for parking. Although the HST System 
would be a catalyst for such development, its timing would be dictated by land use 
decisions by the cities of Fresno and Bakersfield and market conditions. Demand for 
parking facilities would also depend on how HST ridership grows over time. 

The Authority and FRA would therefore retain the flexibility to make decisions about 


1033-323 

what parking facilities to construct initially and how additional parking might be phased 
or adjusted depending on how the HST System ridership increases over time. For 
example, it is possible that some parking facilities might be constructed at the 2020 
project opening, only to be replaced in whole or in part or augmented later with 
development or other parking facilities (see Section 2.5.3). 

1033-324 

The HST project is independently funded. There is no intent to shift funding that would 
otherwise support transportation projects identified as funded in the Regional 
Transportation Plans that were used as the basis for the cumulative impact analysis. 
Both CEQA and NEPA require an EIR/EIS to analyze the proposed project, regardless 
of whether it is fully funded. The Authority and FRA are therefore carrying out their 
responsibilities under CEQA and NEPA in analyzing the Fresno to Bakersfield Section. 

The transportation projects analyzed in the cumulative scenario and shown in Appendix 
3.19-B of the Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS have already been funded in part or 
completely and as such are considered fiscally constrained. As described in Standard 
Response GENERAL-14 (e.g., Cost; Funding; Impacts on Cities, Counties, 
Communities, Farmland, Agriculture, Natural Environment, Wildlife and Habitat, Air 
Quality, Business, Land Access, and Residential), the HST project is being financed 
through a combination of federal and state funds, including the federal High-Speed 
Intercity Passenger Rail Program and California Proposition lA’s Safe, Reliable High- 
Speed Passenger Train Bond Act adopted by state voters in November 2008. To date, 
California has $6.33 billion to invest in the development of its HST System, including 
approximately $3.5 billion in federal grant funds obligated through Cooperative 
Agreements. It is too speculative to determine how future federal and state 
transportation funds would be allocated between projects, beyond the funding already 
described in published transportation planning documents, and represented in the 
fiscally constrained cumulative transportation project list in the Revised 
DEIR/Supplemental DEIS. 

The HST System’s benefit to intercity highways, described in the Section 3.19 of the 
Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS, is further explained in Standard Response 
GENERAL-14 (e.g., Cost; Funding; Impacts on Cities, Counties, Communities, 
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1033-324 

Farmland, Agriculture, Natural Environment, Wildlife and Habitat, Air Quality, Business, 
Land Access, and Residential), as follows: California’s population is growing rapidly and, 
unless new transportation solutions are identified, traffic will only become more 
congested and airport delays will continue to increase. The proposed 220-mph HST 
System would provide lower passenger costs than air travel for the same city-to-city 
markets and service competitive with automobile travel. It would increase mobility while 
reducing air pollution, decreasing dependence on fossil fuels, protecting the 
environment by reducing GHG emissions, and promoting sustainable development in 
the areas near the stations, in comparison to existing trends. By moving people more 
quickly and at lower cost than today, the HST System would boost California’s 
productivity and also enhance the economy. Although future transportation funds may 
be allocated to the HST instead of to future transportation improvements (including yet 
unplanned improvements), the HST would have many beneficial state-wide 
transportation-related outcomes, in addition to other beneficial outcomes described 
above. 

1033-325 

The commenter's assertion that exceedances of air quality standards for anything 
greater than 1 hour will result in future fines being levied does not reflect current 
regulations regarding the penalties assessed for exceedances of ambient air quality 
standards. Under the Clean Air Act (CAA), penalty fees are levied for areas that are in 
non-attainment of the ozone ambient air quality standard. This penalty fee is not based 
on a specific number of exceedances; instead; the fee is based on the attainment 
designation of the area. In other words, the penalty fees do not matter if there are 
multiple exceedances; rather, it matters that there were any exceedances. Exceedances 
of the ozone standards are based on regional emissions from a wide range of emission 
sources. These exceedances cannot be attributable to a single source of emissions 
such as construction projects. Thus, the emissions from construction of the project 
would not be the sole contributor to or source of any particular ozone exceedances. 

Because the San Joaquin Valley Air Basin is in non-attainment of the ozone standard, 
Section 185 of the CAA applies. The mandatory fee for non-attainment established by 
the CAA requires collection of fees equivalent to $5,000 (1990 dollars) per ton of NOx or 
VOC emitted by stationary sources. However, under Section 172e of the CAA, the 


1033-325 

district may propose alternative means of collecting these fees if it can demonstrate that 
an equivalent amount is collected. Vehicle registration fees are assessed on vehicles 
registered in the San Joaquin Air Basin as part of the SJVAPCD's alternative fee 
collection pursuant to Section 185 of the CAA (SJVAPCD Rule 3170). Because mobile 
sources are a major source of NOx and VOC in this air basin, it was determined that this 
source should have incentives placed on it to decrease the emissions associated with 
it. This approach is allowed under the Public Safety Code and Vehicle Code of 
California. Furthermore, Assembly Bill 2522 (Arambula 2008) authorized additional 
vehicle registration fees to be collected in the San Joaquin Air Basin of up to $36 
through 2024 only if the area has been reclassified by EPA from severe to extreme by 
the end of the 2012-2013 fiscal year. Any additional fees imposed on motor vehicles 
would require amendments to the state law. To the extent that the vehicle fees assessed 
by Assembly Bill 2522 are insufficient to cover the shortfall in the mandatory fee 
established under the CAA, the district would cover the remaining shortfall in a second 
round of fee collection from major sources of air pollution, per air district Rule 3170. 
Therefore, no additional fees would be assessed to individuals through vehicle 
registration fees. The fees would not be required once the air basin achieves attainment 
of the NAAQS, which is projected to occur in the future with current and proposed 
regulations to reduce emissions. The fees collected are used to implement emission 
reductions in the air basin and to reduce the vehicle miles traveled, with at least a 
portion of the fees focused on public health and communities disproportionately 
impacted by the emissions. Therefore, there will be no additional fines to individuals of 
the public associated with construction of the project. 

1033-326 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-13, FB-Response-AQ-03. 

Travel to stations and travel as a result of road closures was assessed as part of the 
traffic analysis in Section 3.2, Transportation. Overall, the HST project is anticipated to 
result in a net reduction in vehicle miles traveled (VMT) at full build-out. 

The use of the HST track for Amtrak is speculative for the reasons set out in Standard 
Response FB-13. However, although non-electrified passenger train operation on the 
HST tracks in the Fresno to Bakersfield Section is not part of this project and therefore 
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1033-326 

not part of the environmental review for this project, an analysis of the potential impacts 
of such operations is provided in Standard Response GENERAL-13 for information 
purposes. 

Standard Response GENERAL-13 makes certain assumptions about the number of 
trains that might run along the HST tracks if Amtrak were to use them for expanded 
service. However, these are assumptions for study purposes only and do not represent 
an actual proposed level of service. The San Joaquin Joint Powers Authority (JPA), 
formally established March 22, 2013, is taking over administration of the Amtrak service 
on the San Joaquin line from Caltrans. The JPA has not made any commitment to 
operate San Joaquin service on the HST tracks. 

1033-327 

Detailed traffic counts can be found in the Transportation Technical Report for the 
Fresno to Bakersfield Section (available at the Authority's website). Footnotes will be 
added to the air quality analysis to indicate the source of the vehicle miles traveled 
(VMT) information used in the emissions analysis. As indicated in these analyses, at full 
build-out, the project will have a net decrease in VMT and the air emissions associated 
with vehicles. This means that the air quality in the San Joaquin Air Basin may improve 
due to reduced vehicles miles traveled in the San Joaquin Air Basin. This reduction may 
be counteracted due to additional growth in VMT associated with population growth in 
the San Joaquin Air Basin. 

1033-328 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-12, FB-Response-GENERAL-13. 

At full build-out, the HST project would operate separately from state-supported Amtrak 
service. The decision about whether to continue Amtrak service on the San Joaquin line 
(using existing BNSF infrastructure) is outside the purview of the Authority. The HST 
project does not have any plans to discontinue Amtrak service to Hanford, Wasco, 
Corcoran, or any other station or platform along the Fresno to Bakersfield Section 
corridor. 


1033-329 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-03. 

Table 3.18-2 in Section 3.18.4, Affected Environment, lists the study area’s city and 
county population estimates for the years 2010 through 2035. These estimates 
anticipate that all four counties will grow at a higher average annual rate than the state 
of California. The projected population and employment growth for Fresno, Kings, 
Tulare, and Kern counties reflects the effects of the No Project Alternative. Even if the 
HST System were not built, populations are projected to increase in Fresno, Kings, 
Tulare, and Kern counties by over 59%, 75%, 80%, and 81%, respectively, between 
2010 and 2035. Employment is projected to increase by approximately 35%, 12%, 25%, 
and 20%, respectively. Therefore, the growth shown in Table 3.18-2 will occur absent 
the HST project. 

Even with the recent economic downturn, this region is projected to grow substantially in 
the future. The Department of Finance's (DOF's) P-3 Report of January 13, 2013, 
projects the populations of Fresno, Kings, Tulare, and Kern counties to grow by 
approximately 50%, 54%, 67%, and 92%, respectively, between 2010 and 2040 (the P- 
3 Report does not include a 2035 projection) (DOF 2013). 

As stated in Section 3.18.5, Environmental Consequences, the HST alternatives would 
raise the projected population and employment growth in the area by about 3% beyond 
the level of growth anticipated under the No Project Alternative. Under current city and 
county general plans in the region, communities in the region have adequate space to 
accommodate planned growth by 2035 and HST-induced growth within their current 
spheres of influence. Analysis of population increase prepared for the HST project 
shows that population and employment growth would be consistent with and support 
current and anticipated future regional growth management plans and programs, which 
encourage infill development, which concentrates growth in urban areas, and provides 
transit options and connections for regional residents and workers. 

One of the purposes of constructing the HST project is to provide transportation for the 
growth that will occur in the Central Valley by 2035. As stated in Section 3.2.5.3, High- 
Speed Train Alternatives, at a regional level HST service would reduce regional vehicle 
miles traveled (VMT) by providing motorists an alternative to reliance on existing 
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interregional and intercity freeways and highways. 

As stated in Section 3.3.6.3, High-Speed Train Alternatives, motor vehicle emissions 
would decrease in the region as a result of the project. However, these reductions would 
be partially offset by operational emissions associated with the train itself (the HST 
System would be powered by electricity from the regional power grid), by station 
operations, and by heavy maintenance facility (HMF)/maintenance-of-way facility 
(MOWF) operations. The regional VMT for the HST alternatives would decrease by 
about 10% (if the price of the HST ticket is based on 50% of the cost of airfare) and by 
about 7% (if the ticket price is 83% of airfare) compared with the No Project Alternative 
(2035) and about 10% to 7% (if the ticket price is based on 50% and 83%, respectively, 
of the cost of airfare) compared with Existing Conditions. These reductions would result 
in lower pollutant emissions. Therefore, according to the National Environmental Policy 
Act (NEPA), and under California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) guidelines, there 
would be a beneficial impact on air quality from the operation of regional on-road 
vehicles for the HST alternatives. 

1033-330 

The commenter's assertion that exceedances of air quality standards for anything 
greater than 1 hour will result in future fines being levied does not reflect current 
regulations regarding the penalties assessed for exceedances of ambient air quality 
standards. Under the Clean Air Act (CAA), penalty fees are levied for areas that are in 
non-attainment of the ozone ambient air quality standard. This penalty fee is not based 
on a specific number of exceedances; instead; the fee is based on the attainment 
designation of the area. In other words, the penalty fees do not matter if there are 
multiple exceedances; rather, it matters that there were any exceedances. Exceedances 
of the ozone standards are based on regional emissions from a wide range of emission 
sources. These exceedances cannot be attributable to a single source of emissions 
such as construction projects. Thus, the emissions from construction of the project 
would not be the sole contributor to or source of any particular ozone exceedances. 

Because the San Joaquin Valley Air Basin is in non-attainment of the ozone standard, 
Section 185 of the CAA applies. The mandatory fee for non-attainment established by 
the CAA requires collection of fees equivalent to $5,000 (1990 dollars) per ton of NOx or 


1033-330 

VOC emitted by stationary sources. However, under Section 172e of the CAA, the 
district may propose alternative means of collecting these fees if it can demonstrate that 
an equivalent amount is collected. Vehicle registration fees are assessed on vehicles 
registered in the San Joaquin Air Basin as part of the SJVAPCD's alternative fee 
collection pursuant to Section 185 of the CAA (SJVAPCD Rule 3170). Because mobile 
sources are a major source of NOx and VOC in this air basin, it was determined that this 
source should have incentives placed on it to decrease the emissions associated with 
it. This approach is allowed under the Public Safety Code and Vehicle Code of 
California. Furthermore, Assembly Bill 2522 (Arambula 2008) authorized additional 
vehicle registration fees to be collected in the San Joaquin Air Basin of up to $36 
through 2024 only if the area has been reclassified by EPA from severe to extreme by 
the end of the 2012-2013 fiscal year. Any additional fees imposed on motor vehicles 
would require amendments to the state law. To the extent that the vehicle fees assessed 
by Assembly Bill 2522 are insufficient to cover the shortfall in the mandatory fee 
established under the CAA, the district would cover the remaining shortfall in a second 
round of fee collection from major sources of air pollution, per air district Rule 3170. 
Therefore, no additional fees would be assessed to individuals through vehicle 
registration fees. The fees would not be required once the air basin achieves attainment 
of the NAAQS, which is projected to occur in the future with current and proposed 
regulations to reduce emissions. The fees collected are used to implement emission 
reductions in the air basin and to reduce the vehicle miles traveled, with at least a 
portion of the fees focused on public health and communities disproportionately 
impacted by the emissions. Therefore, there will be no additional fines to individuals of 
the public associated with construction of the project. 

The emissions payback schedule for criteria pollutants will be net zero during the 
construction period with implementation of the VERA under AQ MM#4. Because the 
emissions and emission reductions should occur in the same year, there is no net 
increase, and emissions are paid back in the year they occur. During operation, the 
criteria pollutants are anticipated to have a net decrease in emissions. For any interim 
years between construction and operation, there would be no emissions associated with 
the project and therefore no emissions need to be paid back. For greenhouse gas 
(GHG) emissions, the benefit will be realized at a minimum of within 1 year of 
operation. Because the VERA program for criteria emissions will also result in some 
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GHG emission reductions, some of the construction emissions will be paid back in the 
same year that emissions are generated. 

1033-331 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-N&V-03. 

The HSR project will not generate noise levels of 95+ dB at the "edge of the existing 
limits of the BNSF sound." 

Section 3.4, Noise and Vibration, of the Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS identifies 
significant noise impacts associated with the HST alignment through Kings County, 
which, as noted by the commenter, are primarily due to the location of the alignment as 
it extends through areas that are not adjacent to existing transportation corridors. See 
also Technical Appendix 3.4-A, Noise and Vibration. The noise impact methodology 
includes consideration of cumulative noise, as discussed in Standard Response FB-34. 

As described in Standard Response GENERAL-02 (Alternatives), Limitations of Existing 
Corridors and Amtrak Upgrade, Proposition 1A (2008) calls for the HST alignment to 
follow existing transportation or utility corridors to the extent feasible. However, due to 
HST engineering and operational needs, it cannot feasibly be built solely within the 
existing transportation corridors. In compliance with the objective of using existing 
corridors where feasible, in making decisions regarding HST alignments and station 
locations, the Authority and the FRA have gone to great lengths to maximize the feasible 
use of existing transportation corridors and to minimize impacts on both agricultural 
lands and communities. 

1033-332 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-02, FB-Response-GENERAL-10. 

In the case of Hanford, it was not feasible to follow the BNSF Railway through the city. 
The BNSF Railway in the Hanford area has several curves too severe for an HST 
project and constructing the HST through Hanford would have resulted in a substantial 
impact to residential and commercial properties in the city. That is the reason why the 
2005 Record of Decision (ROD) adopted a preferred alignment for the Fresno to 


1033-332 

Bakersfield Section that bypasses Hanford. This decision was based on the 2005 
Statewide Program EIR/EIS for the California High-Speed Rail System. 

1033-333 

Section 3.6, Public Utilities and Energy, page 3.6-42 discusses energy consumption in 
million Btu (MMBtu) or billion Btu and gigawatt-hours (GWH). Within a paragraph, the 
numerical values have been expressed consistently in one or both of the units so that a 
fair comparison can be drawn. 

1033-334 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-PU&E-02. 

California ISO (CAISO) is the electrical grid operator for the bulk of California's power 
grid. CAISO maintains statistics on the supply of power through the grid. One of 
parameters that CAISO records is the number of emergency notices that have had to be 
made because demand is approaching operational reserves of power. There are three 
stages of emergency notification depending on the level of operational reserves 
available to the statewide grid: 

Stage 1 emergency - operational reserves forecast to fall below 6% to 7% 

Stage 2 emergency - operational reserves forecast to be less than 5% 

Stage 3 emergency - operational reserves forecast to be less than 3% 

From 2008 through 2012, CAISO issued no emergency alerts. The last emergency 
aleart was a Stage 1 alert in 2007 (refer to CAISO grid history at 
http://www.caiso.com/Documents/Alert_WarningandEmergenciesRecord.pdf). 

California’s electricity grid would power the proposed project. The High Speed Train 
(HST) project is expected to require less than 1% of the state’s future electricity 
consumption. The Revised Draft EIR/Supplemental Draft EIS states that the Authority 
would purchase up to 100% clean, renewable electricity to provide power for HST 
operations. One of the Authority’s policy goals is to use up to 100% renewable energy 
sources for the HST that would result in a total estimated reduction in fossil-fuel energy 
resources for the HST System of up to 12.7 million barrels of oil annually by 2030 
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(Navigant Consulting 2008). The Fresno to Bakersfield Section of the HST is estimated 
to require 78 megawatts (MW) of peak demand, which is within existing and projected 
future reserves. 

1033-335 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-PU&E-02. 

The energy consumption estimate for constructing the Fresno to Bakersfield Section is 
7,010.2 billion Btu for the BNSF Alternative. Construction of the various other 
alternatives would range from approximately 713.7 billion Btu (10.2%) less than the 
BNSF Alternative to 289.2 billion Btu (4.2%) greater than the BNSF Alternative (see 
page 3.6-72 in Section 3.6, Public Utilities and Energy, of the Revised 
DEIR/Supplemental DEIS). Where necessary, project design and phasing of 
construction activities would be coordinated with service providers to minimize or avoid 
interruptions, including for upgrades of existing power lines to connect the FIST System 
to existing PG&E substations (see Section 3.6.6, Project Design Features). 

1033-336 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-03. 

Cumulative impacts to water resources (groundwater and surface water) are evaluated 
in Chapter 3.19, Cumulative Impacts, under "Hydrology and Water Resources," 
subheading "Water Use." 

Chapter 3.6, Public Utilities and Energy, describes the Water Conservation Act of 2009, 
which requires urban water users in the state to achieve a 20% reduction in per capita 
water use by December 31,2020. These measures would partially offset the additional 
water demand expected from induced regional growth. 

1033-337 

The average water use per person was overstated in the EIR/EIS and has been 
corrected in the Final EIR/EIS. The average domestic water use in Kern, Kings, and 
Fresno Counties is currently about 0.2 to 0.3 acre-feet per year per person. This results 


1033-337 

in an increase in demand of between 20,000 and 30,000 acre-feet per year, which is 
much less than 1% of the groundwater used in the San Joaquin Valley. 

Much of the area identified for future growth on local general plans is currently 
agricultural. As the population increases in the future, agricultural land is expected to be 
converted to urban uses. Some of the increase in water use due to induced urban 
growth will be offset by the decrease in water use from agriculture as agricultural land is 
converted. Also, local water-use efficiency goals have been mandated statewide under 
SB x7-7, the Water Conservation Act of 2009 (20% reduction by 2020). These 
mandated goals may further decrease average domestic water use regionally over 
current usage. 

1033-338 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-01, FB-Response-GENERAL-02, 
FB-Response-GENERAL-20, FB-Response-GENERAL-21. 

The project EIR/EIS for the Fresno to Bakersfield Section is tiered from the Statewide 
Program EIR/EIS for the California HST System (Authority and FRA 2005). The 
Statewide Program EIR/EIS considered alternatives on 1-5 and State Route (SR) 99 as 
well as on the BNSF corridor. The Record of Decision for the Statewide Program 
EIR/EIS selected the BNSF corridor as the preferred alignment for the Fresno to 
Bakersfield Section. The 1-5 and SR 99 corridors were again considered during the 
environmental review of the Fresno to Bakersfield Section and were eliminated for 
further consideration, as described in Standard Response GENERAL-02. 

As the Authority conducted analysis of alternative alignments that follow SR 99/UPRR 
and the 1-5 corridor and determined that these alternatives were not practicable, they 
were not carried forward in the EIR/EIS. Kings County has not provided any new 
information that would change these conclusions. Neither CEQA nor NEPA require the 
environmental document to analyze alternatives that are not practicable to implement. 

The two alignments in Kings County—the BNSF Alternative (east of Hanford) and the 
Hanford West Bypass 1 and 2 alternatives—have differing impacts on agriculture. The 
EIR/EIS has examined a reasonable range of alternatives, given the constraints of 
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design speed and other engineering factors. An EIR/EIS is not required to examine 
every possible alternative. 

The project EIR/EIS for the Fresno to Bakersfield Section appropriately evaluates 
alternative alignments within the BNSF corridor. 

1033-339 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-SO-OI. 

Impact AG #1 addresses temporary use of agricultural land. It acknowledges that some 
agricultural land outside of the permanent right-of-way would be used for construction. 
Specific acreage estimates are provided for each alternative, and project design 
requires that the land be restored to as close to its pre-construction condition as 
possible. Any losses experienced by farmers due to the lands used for temporary 
construction staging areas will be compensated by the Authority during the right-of-way 
property acquisition process. Right of Way agents will work with farmers and landowners 
to mitigate the impacts any financial impacts created by the land acquisition process; 
this includes any impacts that negatively affect the farmer or landowners ability to 
secure financing. During that process, losses in the value of the remaining property will 
be taken into account and the owner will be compensated for the loss in productivity. 

Fair market value takes into account the value of the land, the improvements on the 
land, as well as the future income the land and improvements can generate. 

1033-340 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-SO-01, FB-Response-AG-06. 

The Authority recognizes the importance of the dairies in Kings County and that, due to 
the construction of the FIST, dairy farmers may have to reduce herd sizes to meet their 
permitting obligations. Losses experienced by dairies as a result of decreased herd 
sizes will be taken into account during the property acquisition phase and farmers will be 
compensated for any losses experienced. 


1033-341 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-01, FB-Response-GENERAL-21, 
FB-Response-GENERAL-22. 

All elements of the proposed project are defined in Chapter 2 of the Revised 
DEIR/Supplemental DEIS, including alignment alternatives, station alternatives, and 
heavy maintenance facility (HMF) alternative sites. The Authority disagrees with 
assertions that the EIR/EIS fails to identify all potential impacts or legitimate mitigation 
measures. All significance determinations are clearly and succinctly stated at the end of 
every resource topic in Chapter 3, based on the analysis in the relevant Section of 
Chapter 3. The Authority will use the information in the Revised DEIR/Supplemental 
DEIS and input from the agencies and public to identify the Preferred Alternative. The 
Authority’s decision will include consideration of the project purpose and need and the 
project objectives presented in Chapter 1, Project Purpose and Need, as well as the 
objectives and criteria in the alternatives analysis, and the comparative potential for 
environmental impacts. The Preferred Alternative would have the least overall impact on 
the environment and local communities, the lowest cost, and the fewest constructability 
constraints of the project alternatives evaluated. Additional information is provided in 
response to the commenter’s elaboration of the assertions made in this conclusory 
comment, above. 

1033-342 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-07. 

Both CEQA and NEPA require that comments submitted on the Draft EIR/EIS be 
responded to. Comments received on the Draft EIR/EIS have been responded to in 
Volume IV of this Final EIR/EIS. Comments received on the Revised 
DEIR/Supplemental DEIS have been responded to in Volume V of this Final EIR/EIS. 

Neither CEQA nor NEPA require that a Draft EIR/EIS be modified in response to a 
comment made during the public review period. However, where the Authority and FRA 
have felt it necessary to revise the text of the Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS in 
response to a comment, that has been done. 
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Aaron Fukuda 

7450 Mountain View Street, Hanford, CA 93230 


CL5 t\ 

2D] 2 

Chairman Dan Richard 
California High Speed Rail Authority 
77ft L Street Suite BOO 
Sacramento, California 95814 

Subject: Revised Draft EIR/EIS: iTesnt.uu B ak ersfield - Public Rex igw . Extension 


The time period between the first release of the Draft EIR/EIS and the Revised EIR/EIS was 
never advertized nor dcscrihed by the Authority as a review period. Thu public generally had no 
idea of why a Revised Draft EIR/EIS was being prepared nor when il was going to be released. 
Given my review of the previous document and (he Revised Draft EIR/EIS, it is not realistic to 
believe that just reading the highlighted areas yields a full understanding of the impacts, 

I'he Authority has provided significant changes in the Draft EIR/EIS. Although changes are 
highlighted in the main document, changes made to T echnical Documents and Appendices have 
not been highlighted. ] he re fore. I along w iih the public arc having to review all of these 
documents again to determine If conflicts have been addressed and where changes have been 
made. 


Dear Chairman Richard and Authority Board Members, 

As a resident in California and a landowner who will be impacted by die High-Speed Alignment through 
Kings County 1 am requesting your agency allow the public an additional 9G-days of review, which would 
make the total review time of ISft-days. in my review process I am currently finding that I tun only 
approximately 1/3 of the way through the document. The current task fared by myself and many others 
in the public k the ability to manage IS.OOU pages of technical documentation. Including reading, fact 
checking and note taking. Under the current tune restraints a person would be required to read 
approximately 170 pages per day. The average person can read approximately 200 words per mmuic and 
the average number of words per page in the DEIR/EIS is approximately 600 words (sample pages were 
sampled and word counts done on each page). Tills means that it takes 3 minutes io read each page and 
having to read 170 pages per day would mean a person would need 510 minutes {8.5 hours) per day to 
review Ifsc DEIR/EIS. This only accounts for reading, (lie ability to lake notes and comment increases the 
time requirements significantly. 

The reasons for allowing :t 380-day review period arc as listed: 

* Ability to read, comprehend and comment on 15.00ft* pages of documents in 90-days is 
unrealistic and limits the transparent process the "New" Authority lias committed to achieving. 

* E he timing of the review is problematic given its release during the late summer and conflicts 
with family summer vacations arid the beginning of school The review period (dr this document 
also coincides with the main harvest and peak farming activities in the Central Valley, Many 
farmers w ho have shown initiative to review this document have not been allowed the appropriate 
time to coordinate the DEIR/EIS review with their daily work schedules, 

* Limited access of documents makes access for many difficult. Many of the people 1 have been 
talking to have attempted to access the document at public locations, however given limited hours 
of the locations, access is limited to the daytime. As many people work during the daytime it is 
difficult to read the document ai public locations. 

■ I he public generally works between S:l)0 AM and 5:00 PM. In my instance my workday begins 
at 7:00 AM and T am able to get homo around 6:30 PM. My only availability to direct my review 
k from approximately 7:00 PM and into the laic evening. As the analysis provided earlier 3 
would need 8.5 hours each day to accomplish a full reading, minus any meaningful review. 

* It should be noted that review of the DEIR/EIS is not the only review required. As information is 
provided. I have found that given the lack of details and information provided one must search 
other sources, mainly the internet to verity the information and find in its provided in the 
DEIR/EIS. 

* The Authority has previously granted the public a 18E)-day review period for the Program mat ic 
Lift, which was produced in 2(H)5. The level of detail and analysis provided in the Programmatic 
E : .IR k significantly smaller, yet the public was allowed three-times the review period. The 
Authority has precedence to provide the public with tin adequate review period. 


Under California law (the Cali font in Environmental Quality Act), public participation is an essential pan 
ol the review process to ensure llial there is a meaningful and effective comment and review period. 
Information gathered through this process will guide lead agency identification of Impacts and 
development of mitigation measures. By limiting the effective review period of the DEIR/EIS, the 
Authority will ensure the public review process will be limited and ineffective. The high-speed rail 
project is a multi-dccade project. I he extension of 90 days for review will ciot significantly impact tile 
overall schedule. Also the greater amount of public participation and comments provided by the people 
who know the impacts lire greatest wilt provide cost savings by knowing impacts ahead of the 
construction phase. 

E’or the reasons above. I request that the Authority grant myself and the public a l&O-day Revised Draft 
F-.1R/LIS review period, t his extension alleviates many of the issues listed above and accommodates a 
reasonable review time for the public. As the Authority moves forward with this project it is incumbent 
upon you to act responsibly and in protection of the public interest, this includes and should emphasize 
those who will he asked to sacrifice the most for ibis project. A failure to acknowledge this request will 
only signify that (he old regime of the Authority is simply too entrenched to be replaced by a "New" 
Authority paradigm as has been touted by the Authority in recent months. 


Sincerely. 


Aaron fukuda 


ee: 

Kings County Board of Supervisors 
Governor Jerry Brown 
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Submission 940 (Michael S. Jewell, United States Army Corps of Engineers, October 13, 2011) 


DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
U S. ARMY ENGINEER DISTRICT. SACRAMENTO 
CORPS OF ENGINEERS 
1JJS J STREET 

SACRAMENTO CA »MU-»27 

October 12,2011 
Regulatory Division (SI’K-2009-01483) 

Mr. Dan Leavitt 

California High Speed Rail Authority 
925 L Street 

Sacramento, California 95814 
Dear Mr. Leavitt: 

This letter is in response to the August 2011, Merced to Fresno Section Dm ft FIR'FIS 
(DKIR/S) for the proposed Merced to Trcsno section of the California High-Speed I rain (HSI) 
Project. As a cooperating agency for prepasauon of the Environmental Impact Statement and in 
accordance with our National Environmental Policy Acid lean H uter I cl See non 404/Rhtrs anil 
Harbors Act Section I-I Integration Process lor the Cidijorma High-Speed Tram Program 
Memorandum vj Under.standing dated November 2010 (NEPA/404/408 MOt). this letter is the 
l I S Army Corps of Tngineers' (Corps) formal response and contains comments that must be 
addressed prior to issuing the final I-IS. We also request a formal letter response to all 
comments contained herein. 

After reviewing the August 2011 Ul-IR/S, we are concerned tile document may not be 
sufficient in meeting the Corps' needs under the National environmental Policy Act (NlsPA) and 
the 404|b)( 1) Guidelines, in particular with regard to alternatives and compensatory mitigation 
for impacts to waters of the United Stales. Hie following comments address specific areas where 
additional information is required and/or corrections .should lo be made to meet our needs. The 
comments also nvcludc a review of the document for completeness with the 404(b)(1) guidelines 

NK.FA/404/408 MOU 

1. In accordance with the Nl PA/404/408 MOU. the California High-Speed Rail Authority 
(Authority) and the Federal Rail Administiation (FRA) submitted the final Checkpoint 11 
package on April 22,2011 with the reasonable range of alternatives proposed to be earned 
forward in the Dl-IR/S The Corps responded on June II4. 2011. agreeing with the range of 
alternatives as proposed, with the exception of the elimination or the Western Madera (AJ) and 
SR 152 WYI-1 Connection alternatives These alternatives were not adequately evaluated anJ 
should not have been eliminated from the range or alternatives in the DKIR/S and 404ffiX I) 
analysis. We have previously requested a formal response letter identifying die status ot these 
alternatives. To date, we have not received a response and Clicekpoinl I) is not considered 
closed. 

2. Without closure on Checkpoint B. vve will not be able to complete Checkpoint C. Aside 
from resolution on alternatives, we arc troubted with what appears to be only limited progress 



940-2 


940-3 


940 4 

940-5 

940-6 


940-7 


towards conslrucling a draft compensatory mitigation plan that would adequately offset 
anticipated impacts to waters of the U S As you know, wc have attended meetings over the past 
year in which we provided information about our compensatory mitigation regulations and 
mitigation pioposal guidelines, as well as suggestions on potential mitigation proposals and sites. 
A draft mitigation plan submitted with the Checkpoint C package must contain a proposal with 
specific details about the elements of the permittee-responsible mitigation pnojcct(s). Wc note 
that there arc no Corps-approved mitigation banks or in lieu fee programs in the area of the 
proposed 11ST Merced to Fresno section Wc cannot make a preliminary determination on the 
least environmentally damaging practicable alternative (I.FDPA) without evaluating a draft 
mitigation plan. 

DKIR/S Comments 


I Address Substrate conditions for aquatic features (40 CFR 230 Ufa) and 230 20) 

2. Address Impacts lo substrate and the restoration of temporary fill in Bio-MM </43. pg 3.7- 

141 (40 CFR 2i0 20) 

T Address potential contaminants in the fill material (230 llfili) and n general evaluation of 
till material (40 CFR 230 60. 230 61) 

4 The identification of turbidity and suspended particulates is only briefly mentioned as a 
potential contaminant 1 low the project would add to the turbidity and suspended particulates of 
all effected waters should be included (40 CFR 230.21) 

5. Impacts to non special-status species need to addressed (fish, crustaceans, mollusks. and 
other organisms in the food web 40 CFR 23031) (other wildlife 40 CFR 230 32) 

6. You need to clanfy the cost or funding for station parking lots (Sec 2 5 3. pg 243) W'ho 
is expected u> pay for tlic parking lots and how much would the Authority or the City be 
responsible for. 

7. flic document should specifically reference the screening criteria used in the elimination 
of alternatives. 

8 The environmental consequences in Section 3.7.5 (pg 3 7-34) talks about impacts 
resulting from the current development trends Arc these trends expected to slop or be mitigated 
through the implementation of the project or is this part of the cumulative impact'/ 

9 Tabic 2-13 (pg 2S3) states that the Kojima HMF site would include a self-contained 
community allowing for a work/live environment This development is never addressed 
elsewhere in the DKIR/S. This must be addressed as an impact unique to this alternative which 
would have additional direct and indirect impacts, including cumulative impacts The residential 
development it is not part of the purpose and need of the project, how it relates to the rest of the 
project must be addressed 
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10 Page 2-20 states that the Western Madera (A3) and the UPRR/BNSF llybnd (A4) 
alternatives were eliminated because they depart from existing transportation corridors. This is 
inconsistent with the remaining alternatives since the Hybrid and BNSF alternatives, as well as 
the West Chowchilla design option, all depart from transportation corridors. Approximately 9.8 
miiles of the West Chowchilla design option is outside of a transportation corridor. All portions 
of the Wye's and the trunk Imc o( the Hybrid alternative between SR 99 and the BNS1- line arc 
outside of transportation comdors. Ihc Avenue 21 Wye would result in approximately 8.6 miles 
of track while the Avenue 24 W'yc would result in approximately 12 .4 miles of track outside of 
transportation comdors. When combined, the Hybrid Alternative with the West Chowchilla 
design option would result in approximately 18.9 miles of track outside of transportation 
comdors. 


in previous projects where the impact would only last a few months. Our understanding is that 
the construction period would last several years and the landscape would be degraded through 
compaction and other land uses depending on the specific location We suggest that waters be 
avoided by placing fencing around the features or by implementing other avoidance measures in 
order to leave the substrate in a pre-project condition. Although the feature would still be 
temporarily impacts, this would allow for successful restoration of temporary impacts upon 
completion of construction activities. 

17. Ihc duration of the construction period is not identified. Section 2.8 defines the 
construction plan and multiple parts thereof, but fails to identify a timeline for completing the 
work. I he estimated duration of the construction period should be dearly stated. 


11. Table S-4 states that construction-period impacts to agricultuial lands are not 
significantly different between alternatives Although total acres appear to be similar, the ranges 
within the important farmland type are significantly different between alternatives. Impacts to 
prime farmland range from 23.51 to 62.96 acres and unique farmland ranges from 60.36 acres to 
115 73 acres 

12. Separate vernal pools and other seasonal wetlands into two separate categories in tables 
3.7 6. 8, -10, 12, -18, -20, -22, -24 (pgs 3 7 47 through 3 7-3 7-82 

13. Inumlalcd non-wetland waters should he included as a water of the United States in fable 
S-4 


14. Table S-4 should have a row for temporary impacts to Waters of the US 

15. The elimination of the Western Madera (A3) and SR 152 WYK Connection alternatives 
(px 2-20) was not agreed to by the Corps and requires greater analysis. Data provided by the 
Authority shows that the Western Madera alternative impacts 52% (73 acres) more prime 
farmland, but impacts 52% (111 acres) less unique farmland Trie agricultural impacts appear to 
be similar to other alternatives while resulting in fewer community impacts and impacts to the 
aquatic ecosystem and vernal pool critical habitat. 13 k* SR 152 WYK Connection alternative 
should also be earned forward because a cost comparison has not been provided to substantiate 
the assertion that it could cost twice as much as any other alternative This alternative would 
avoid aquatic and biological resources resulting in impacts to 85% (2.2 acres) less 
lakcs/ponds/stxcams. 85% (2.3 acres) percent less swamps/marslics. 62% (8 acres) less vernal 
pool complexes. 46% (11 acres) less wetland habitat, and 24% (73 acres) less San Joaquin kit fox 
range. These alternatives meet the project purpose and need and require greater analysis within 
the EIS in order to he eliminated. Very little inhumation was included about these alternatives 
and why they were eliminated. These alternatives must be included in greater detail. 

16. Temporary impacts (Bio-MM#6 and Bio-MMM3. pg 3 7-141) Due to the scope and 
duration of the project, wc do not agree that all construction impacts can be adequately restored 
to pre-project conditions in every loeatiotv'situation. Wc are unable to concur that these impacts 
would be temporary and recommend that temporary impacts he reevaluated and considered 
permanent in locations where waters would be filled during the construction period The 
placement of geotextile fabric and gravel or the stockpiling of topsoil has been successfully used 
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18. Indirect impacts to waters of the U.S. need to be addressed and to the degree possible 
quantified Include acreages of features that would be indirectly impacted. The study area for 
indirect impacts lues been identified as 250 feet on either side of the 100-foot project loot print 
(px 3.7-7). Please provide acreages of features within this study area that would be indirectly 
uti pact eel. It is unclear from page 3.7-46 if the aquatic features within tile 250-foot buffer arc 
included in the impact acreages in Tables 3.7 6. -8. 10 and -12 

19. Impacts to wateis o the U.S. resulting from crossings needs to be clarified by crossing 
type. The current analysis relies on the number of water bodies being crossed. Although 
potential crossing types arc identified (pg 3 8-3), -32), a commitment should he made to which 
types of crossing would be installed at each type of walcrway/track elevation This would allow 
for an accurate analysis of the project impacts and increase the amount of avoidance. Once the 
crossing type is identified, you can also identify measures to reduce the impacts resulting from 
that crossing type. T his would also allow reviewers to provide specific feedback on the type of 
crossing proposed. 

20. Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan best management practices (pg 3 8-38). The list of 
BMPs should be those actually proposed for the project rather than a list of "typical BMPs ’. The 
inclusion of BMPs in the EIS that may not be part of the final project would alter the impact 
analysis. Since the SWPPP has not been prepared at this lime, a statement can he included that, 
“BMPs will include, but arc not limited to. the following". 

21. What is the actual acreage required for the HMF site? Page 2-15 states that the HMF 
requires approximately 154 acres. Table 2-13 on pages 2-82 and 2-83 ranges between 231 and 
401 acres depending on the alternative, while page 3.1-4 says up to 300 acres. This is not 
consistent with the DEIR/S for the Fresno to Bakersfield section which states that the HMF 
requires either 150 acres (pgs 2-14 and 2-79) or up to 154 acres (pg 3.1-4). Verify the acreage 
required for the HMF and if this is dependent on the actual site selected 

22. The maps of the alignments on page 2-40 show that the UPRR/SR 99 West Chowchilla 
with Avc 24 and the UPRR/SR 99 East Chowchilla with Ave 24 alternatives are identical with 
the exception that the Fast Chowchilla alternative includes an additional 11 miles of track along 
SR 99 (Figure 2-27a and 2-27b). T able 3.7-18 (pg 3.7-75) shows that despite the identical 
alignment and the additional track, the East Chowchilla alternative has less impacts to aquatic 
communities that the West Chowchilla alternative Please explain how the East Chowchilla 



CALIFORNIA of Transportation 

, . Federal Railroad 

High-Speed Rail Authority Administration 


Page 17-8 


^CALIFORNIA of Transportation 

■ _ | _ ,, A Federal Railroad 

High-Speed Karl Authority Administration 











California High-Speed Train Project EIR/EIS 
Fresno to Bakersfield Section 


Vol. V Response to Comments from I ndividuals Last Name D-F 


Attachment to Submission 1033 (Aaron Fukuda, October 18, 2012) - 
Fukuda Letter 10182012 Original 2 Attachments A-C.pdf - Continued 


California High-Speed Train Project EIR/EIS 
Merced to Fresno Section 


Response to Comments from Federal Agencies 


Submission 940 (Michael S. Jewell, United States Army Corps of Engineers, October 13, 2011) - Continued 


940-17 

9-10- IB 


alternative can impact 8 acres less of aquatic communities despite having approximately 11 
miles more track. 

23. Verify that the list potential cumulative effects in tables 3.19-1 through 3.19-7 arc 
consistent and accurate for all projects. Applications have been submitted for a Department of 
the Army for multiple projects listed. These projects have impacts to wetlands and other aquatic 
resources as well as threatened and endangered species that arc not listed here. There are also 
inconsistencies with similar projects that have different effects listed. 

24. Chapter 3.19 docs not analyze the cumulative impacts by alternative The cumulative 
impacts must be shown separated by alternative in order to better inform the selection of a 
preferred alternative and the LEDPA. Based on the location of the alternatives and the resources 
or receptors being affected, the cumulative effects would differ. 

25. How do you know that permanent losses that may occur to unknown cultural resources 
would result in moderate cumulative impacts? Without knowing what the resources may be. 
there is no way of knowing what level of impacts would occur, 

Wc appreciate the opportunity to provide comments on the DH1R/S. We continue to he 
committed to working collaboralivcly with you to resolve issues, avoiding the need for 
supplemental documentation and delays in making a timely permit decision. If you have any 
questions, please contact Zachary Simmons in our California South Regulatory Branch, 1325 J 
Street, Room 1480, Sacramento. California 95814-2922, email 
Zachary MSimmonsfiiusacearmy mil, or telephone 916-557-6746. 

Sincerely^ I 


Michael S. JcwelP 
Chief, Regulatory Division 

Copy furnished 

Mr. David Valenstein, Federal Railroad Adminslrotion. 1200 New Jersey Avenue SE- Mail Stop 
20. Washington. DC 20590-0001 

Ms. Connell Dunning, U S Environmental Protection Agency. Region IX, 75 Hawthorne Street, 
San Francisco, California 94105 

Mr. Jason Brush. U S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region IX, 75 Hawthorne Street, San 
Francisco. California 94105 

Mr, Bryan Porter, Parsons BrinckerhofT, 925 I- Street. Suite 1425, Sacramento. California 95814- 
3704 
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UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 
REGION IX 

75 Hawthorne Street 
San Francisco. CA 94105-3901 

OCT 1 3 am 

David Valcnstcin 
Federal Railroad Administration 
Office of Passenger and Freight Programs 
1200 New Jersey Avenue. SI-. 

Mail Stop20, W38-2I9 
Washington. DC 20590 

Subject: Draft Environmental Impact Statements (DF.ISs) for the California High-Speed 

Rail System - Merced to Fresno Section (CEQ #20110257) and Fromo to 
Bakersfield Section (CF.Q420I10256) 

Dear Mr. Valcnstein: 

The U.S. Cnvironmenial Proictiiun Agency (I-PA) lias reviewed da. alx>vc referenced 
documents pursuant to the National Cnvtroiunctiial Policy Act (NT.i’A). Council on 
Environmental Quality (CL:Q) regulations (40 CFK Parts 1500 • 1508), Section 309 of the Clean 
Air Act. and Section 404 of the Clean Water Act. MPA previously provided feedback on the 
statewide high-speed rail project through coordination with Federal Railroad Admmisti at ion 
(FRA) and California High Speed Rail Aulhoiity (CHSRA) and foonal comment letters on the 
Tier 1 Programmatic Environmental Impact Statements. MPA recognizes tin. |«>lcntial benents, 
including icduccd vehicle emissions, ail alternative transportation choice like high spccJ rail can 
provide if planned well. Through litis letter, we identify our agency’s concerns regarding 
potential environmental impacts dial may result from implementation of the project without 
adoption or additional design, construction, and operation commitments in the Final 
Environmental Impact Statement (FEB). Based on these concerns, we have rated the project as 
Environmental Concerns - Insufficient Information (EC 2) Please sec the enclosed Summary nt 
EPA Rating Definitions The scope ami extent of our detailed comments (enclosed) on the two 
DEISs arc commensurate widi a project of this magnitude and complexity. 

Aquatic and Biological Resource Impacts 

EPA coordinated with FRA and CHSRA during the development of the DEISs and followed a 
process that is intended to integrate NEPA and Clean Water Act (CWA) Sections 404 and 408 
requirements The process is outlined in an agreement document entitled National Environmental 
Policy Act/Clean Water Act Section ■KI4/-IOS Integration Process for the California High Speed 
hum Program Memorandum of Understanding (NKPA/404 MOD). Our letter identifies 
concerns with aquatic resource impacts and additional steps and data needs required to integrate 
these regulatory requirements. Because only the least environmentally damaging practicable 
alternative (I.F.DPA) can be permitted pursuant to die Clean Water Act, we recommend FRA and 
CHSRA continue efforts to 11 protect water quality and sensitive species: 2) ensure high value 
resources arc not significantly degraded; and 3) avoid, minimize, and mitigate unavoidable 



impacts to aquatic resources, and other environmental resources. We hxik forward to continuing 
coordination and providing lecdback on the alternative that is most likely to be considered the 
LEDPA. In addition, because the high speed train system will include a completely grade- 
separated corridor, we encourage FRA and CHSRA to continue to refine measures to maintain 
wildlife connectivity and movement throughout the length of the project. 

Community, Agriculture, and Health Impacts 

Reduemg the project's impacts to communities and farms and protecting the health of people 
living and working next to proposed corridors arc critical to the success of the high speed train 
system between Mciced ami Bakersfield. EPz\ is concerned with potential air quality impacts 
resulting from neatly 10 yeais of construction activities, including emissions that may exceed 
National Ambient Air Quality Standards am) affect public health near construction silts and the 
proposed heavy maintenance facility. While the project may ultimately reduce the uumbei ol 
vehicles on Central Valley roadways, thereby improving air quality, it will result in localized 
farming and community impacts that require mitigation commitments to maintain functioning 
agricultural progrants and quality ol file along the project footpi int. As a recipient or federal 
funding, reducing impacts to communities is cutical. We recommend that tire FEISs Ik - unproved 
to include commitments for 1) additional mitigation measures to reduce localized impacts, ami 2) 
specific liming, locations, and responsible parties lor mitigation implementation. Committing to 
measures to reduce diesel emissions at the heavy maintenance facility, such as adoption of a 
more efficient switcher locomotive, is critical to reducing emissions at tire source. 

Creating a Sustainable Train System 

We note that in September 2011 FRA and CHSRA signed the Memorandum of Understanding 
for Achieving an Environmentally Sustainable High -Speed Train System in California w ith F.PA 
and other federal and state partners, committing to collaboratively promote environmental 
sustainability of the high speed rail system (enclosed). EPA commends FRA and CHSRA lor 
recognizing, through the MOU, the need to "plan, site, design, construct, operate, and maintain a 
HST System in California using environmentally preferable practices in order to protect the 
health of California’s residents, preserve California’s natural resources, and minimize air and 
water pollution, energy usage, and other environmental impacts.” Now that this commitment has 
been formalized, we recommend including it in the FEIS. 

We appreciate the opportunity to review these two DEISs and continue to be available to discuss 
measures available to design a sustainable high -speed train system for California. When the 
FEISs arc released for public review, please send lour hard copies and two electronic copies (on 
CD) of each to the address above (mail code: CED-2). If you have any questions, please contact 
me at 415-972-3843 orConnell Dunning, the lead reviewer for this project at 415-947-4161 or 
dunning conncll@epa .gov 


Sincerely. 

Enrique Manzanilla. Director 
Communities and Ecosystems Division 
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Enclosures: Summary of F.PA Rating Definitions 

EPA's Detailed Comments 

Memorandum of Understanding for Achieving an Environmentally Sustainable 
High-Speed Train System in California 

Cc via email: 

Koclof Van Ark.CHSRA 

Colonel Michael C. Wclir. U S Army Corps of Engineers 
Colonel Mark Toy, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
Colonel William J. Eeady. U S. Army Corps of Engineers 
Colonel Torrcy A. DiCiro, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
Dave Castanon. U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
Mike Jewell, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
Jane Hicks. U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
Leslie Rogers. Federal Transit Administration 

Opltclia B Basgal, U.S. Department of I lousing and Urban Development 

Dan Russell, U.S. Iish and Wildlife Service 

Mike Thomas. U.S. Eish and Wildlife Service 

Robert Tsc, U.S. Department of Agriculture 

Michelle Banonis. U.S. Bureau of Reclamation 

Ken Alex, Governor's Office of Planning and Research 

Heather Fargo. Strategic Growth Council 

Matt Rodriguez. California EPA 

Kun Karpcros, California Air Resources Board 

Scycd Sadredin, San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District 

Traci Stevens, Business Transportation and Housing 

Garth Fernandez, California Department of Transportation 

Diana Dooley, California Health and Human Services 

John Laird. California Natural Resources 

Julie Vance, California Department of Fish and Game 

Brian R. l-eahy, California Department of Conservation 

Paul Romero. California Department of Water Resources 

Bruce Fujimoto, Suite Water Rcsuuices Coutiol Board 

Bill Or me. State Water Resources Control Board 

Mayor William Spriggs, City of Merced 

Mayor Ashley Swearengiii, City of Fresno 

Mark Scott. City of Fresno 

Mayor Dan Chin, City of Hanford 

Mayor Harvey Hall. City of Bakersfield 


PEA'S DFTAtt PD COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STA IEMENTS FOR I HL 
CALIFORNIA HIGH SPF.FD RAIL SYSTEM MERCED TO FRESNO AND IKESNO TO BAKERSFIELD 
SECTIONS OCTOBER 13.2011 

1. CHARACTERIZATION OF SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS 

Both tire Fresno to Bakersfield Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) and Merced to 
Fresno DEIS include a section titled "National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) Impacts 
Summary" for each resource arcs assessed. However, the summary section docs not clearly 
indicate conclusions regarding potential significance. Rather than state whether or not the project 
would result in significant impacls. the DF.ISs slate whether or not the project would result in 
“substantial" impacts and it is unclear what significant impacts the project will cause. 
Introduction of the term "substantial" raiher than “significant" is confusing. Further, the DEISs 
arc internally inconsistent in the use of both terms. As an example, in the Cumulative Impacts 
Section (Section 3.19, Fresno to Bakersfield), the DEIS uses the term "significant" to 
characterize the high-speed train contribution to cumulative impacts for some resource areas 
(Station PIaiming/1-aiid Use; Cultural), and "substantial" for oilier resource areas 
(Agricult ure;Parks/Opcn Space) 

We appreciate the conversation held between F.PA ami FRA (Octobci 12. 21)11) regarding this 
issue, and wc understand that the intern of using tire term "substantial" was to describe thresholds 
developed to determine significance. Ikwcvcr. without clarification, it could be interpreted that 
each reference of the term "substantial" is synonymous with “significant", as defined by Council 
on Environmental Quality. Wc note that an FIS "shall provide full and lair discussion of 
significant environmental impacts (40 CFR Part 1502.1)" and shall "include a discussion of 
direct effects and their significance" and "indirect effects and their significance" (40 CFR 
1502.16). 

Recommendations: 

• The Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) should clearly and consistency 
indicate, in each “NEPA Impacts Summary", whether the anticipated impacts of the 
proposed project arc significant, as defined by Council on Environmental Quality in 
40 CFR Part 1508.27. 

2. AQUATIC RESOURCES and CLEAN WATER ACT SECTION 404 

The proposed high-speed train system will pass through miles of wildlife liabitaiand natural 
aquatic ecosystems including riverine, slope and dcprcssional wetlands. lTicsc aquatic resources 
provide a wide range of functions that arc critical to the health and stability of the aquatic 
environment. As described ui thcDKISs, a substantial cumulative extent of existing waters 
would be eliminated, reduced and/or degraded by the projects. Wildlife and hydrologic functions 
of natural riverine and dcprcssional aquatic resources could be significantly degraded ot lost by 
their direct ami indirect alteration. Integrating measures that both maintain and improve aquatic 
resource functions is key to ensuring ihc long term sustainability of natural resources wiilnn tins 
new transportation corridor. Commitments to such measures can be assured through the CWA 
Section 404 permitting program, which requires impacts to aquatic resources be avoided and 
minimized to the extent practicable, and unavoidable impacls to be mitigated, 
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I he high-speed tail (HSR) project is being evaluated under CWA Section 404 through an 
Interagency Memorandum of Understanding (NEPA/4(M MOU) aimed at integrating the 
requirements of the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and CWA Section 404 into a 
single review and permitting process. One objective of this integration is for the DEISs to save 
as the environmental document for NEPA purposes for both FRA, the lead federal agency, and 
the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (Corps), the CWA permuting authority. To accomplish this 
integration, an E1S must meet the provisions of the CWA 404(bXl) Guidelines at 40CFR Part 
230 (the GuidelinesJ. thereby allowing (he Corps to adopt the NEPA document for their CWA 
Section 404 permitting decision, rather than having to supplement the analysis with their own 
NEPA decision document. The information presented in the DEISs is neither detailed nor 
complete enough to meet the substantive requirements of the Guidelines, and EPA is providing 
recommendations below to advance the objective of allowing the FEISs to fulfill this purpose 

The purpose of CWA Section 40-1 is to restore and maintain the chemical, physical, and 
biological integrity or the nation's waters by prohibiting avoidable discharges of dredged or fill 
material, oi discharges that would result in significant advene impacts on Ihe aquatic 
environment. Fundamental to the Guidelines is die pimciplc that dredged oi till material cannot 
be discharged into the aquatic ecosystem, unless it can be demonstrated that there is no less 
environmentally damaging practicable alternative that achieves mi applicant s project purpose. In 
addition, no discharge can be permitted if it will cause or comribuic to significant dcgradaiion of 
waters of the ll.S. (waters). To obtain a permit, applicants must demonstrate compliance w ilh die 
Guidelines by specifically addressing its four independent requirements 

1. Alternatives Analysis Section 230.10(a) prohibits a discharge if there is a less 
environmentally damaging practicable alternative. Alternatives arc presumed to exist for 
non water dependent activities in special aquatic sites such as wetlands. 

2. Protecting Water Quality and Sensitive Species: Section 230.10(b) prohibits discharges 
that will result in a violation of water quality standards or toxic effiuent standards, jeopardize 
a threatened or endangered species, or violate requirements imposed to protect a marine 
sanctuary. 

3. Significant Degradation: Section 230.10(c) prohibits discharges that w ill cause oi 
contribute to significant degradation of waters. Significant degradation may include 
individual or cumulative impacts to human health and welfare; fish and wildlife; ecosystem 
diversity, productivity and stability: and recreational, aesthetic or economic values. 

4. Mitigation Section 230.10(d) prohibits discharges unless all appropriate and practicable 
steps have I wren taken to minimize potential adverse impacts of the discharge on the aquatic 
ecosystem. This is further described in 2008 regulations describing specific expectations for 
the timing and content of mitigation plans. 

To help ensure the FEISs meet permit-level information requirements, as intended under the 
NEPA/404 MOU, wc offer the following recommendations related to meeting aspects of tire 
above substantive regulatory requirements. 

2.1Alternalii'es Analyst v 

Only the Least Environmentally Damaging Practicable Alternative (LEDPA) can be permitted 
under the Guidelines (40 CER 230 10(a)). Based on the information currently available, the 


DEISs do not appear to adequately compare the direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts to 
jurisdictional waters resulting from an appropriate range of practicable alternatives. “Practicable” 
is defined by regulation as alternatives that meet the project purpose and are “available and 
capable of being done in light of costs, logistics and existing technology." Tlie LEDPA is the 
practicable alternative with the fewest impacts to aquatic resources, so long as i: docs not have 
other significant adverse environmental consequences. 

Recommendations: 

Analyze a range of alternatives appropriate to the Guidelines. While EPA support- 
the project objective to use existing transportation corridors, to meet this objective, it is 
critical to demonstrate that levs damaging alternatives are not present outside of such 
corridors. Dining previous coordination with ERA and C'HSKA during a milestone 
outlined in the NEPA/404 MOU (Checkpoint B Identification of the range of 
alternatives to Ik- analyzed in the DEISs), the Corps and EPA identified that the proposed 
elimination of the Western Madera and West Hanford alignment alternatives was 
premature. Although EPA docs not advocate for these or any particular alternatives as the 
preferred alignments, sufficient information has not been presented at that time to rule out 
either alignment as part of a IJ-DPA determination. The DEISs did nut bimg thc-c 
alternatives forward for analysis, and no supplemental information has been presented to 
EPA hi order to revisit die Corps and EPA assessment at Checkpoint B. Sliould FRA and 
CM SR A continue to strive for merging the NEPA and CWA Section 404 processes, the 
next milestone in the NEPA/404 MOU process (Checkpoint C - Identification of the 
LEDPA) and die FEISs should document that these two alignments are either 
impracticable (as a matter of costs, logistics and/or technology), or that they would be 
more environmentally damaging to the aquatic environment than the other alternatives 
To do so, both die quantity (ucres. linear feel) and quality (functional status) of waleis 
dial these alternatives would impact must lie compared with die odiei alternatives. If 
these alignments arc IhmIi practicable and less damaging to die aquatic ecosystem. 
|K.-iniilting a different alignment would be difficult absent "othet significant adverse 
environmental consequences." 

Provide an accurate assessment of impacts to aquatic resources. EPA lias concerns 
with uncertainly in the DEISs regarding quantity and quality of die aquatic resource 
impacts, as well as with die format and consistency with which impact estimates were 
presented. Example: Merced to Fresno. To date, ETA has been presented with conflicting 
estimates of actcs impacted. The Corjn Public Notice states 32-48 acres oj miters Mould 
he impacted, including 5-16 acres of wetlands: and the DEIS reports "project freriod 
impacts between 28-52 acres. Each alternative alignment also has a range of impacts to 
waters (e.g., BNSF: 35-52 acres), which is problematic because a LEDPA determination 
cannot be made on a range. 

• Refine impact totals to estimate a sum. rather than a range, of acres of impacts. 
Differentiate these totals by each aquatic resource type, rather than “lumping" 
impacts (for example, tare vernal pools should not be combined with oilier, more 
common "seasonal wetlands"). The tables in the DEISs do not describe the types 
of aquatic resources impacted by each alternative. 
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• Oli»lh6Ccwp*'ptelinunary MinsihciKHuj iU-i i; -i Jinali/cd. 

include those values in Ihe Checkpoint C packages and the FEISs. 

• Ensure that impact numbers are presented consistently within the document 
(Summary Tables, Technical Appendices) and between supporting documents 
(US Army Corps of Engineer CWA Section 404 permit application and future 
Checkpoint C package to determine the LEDPA) 

• Include descriptions of the major watercou rses that traverse the project area with 
maps depicting the location of aquatic resources in the study area. 

• Analyze the spatial patterns, density and type of waters wiihin the larger 
landscape as well as in relationship to lands already protected (e g- the Great 
Valley Conservation Bank, ami Camp Pasliayan within the San Joaquin River 
Ecological Reserve,Tulare Lakebed Mitigation Site. Pixicy National Wildlife 
Refuge, and Allcnsworth Ecological Reserve). Describe these aquatic resources in 
context to one another and adjacent land uses (for example, how overall 
watershed health and ecosystem services arc affected by water quality 
impairments, planned or active rehabilitation efforts, and connectivity to adjacent 
or nearby preserves or sensitive resource areas). 

Quantify indirect impacts. The DEISs do not quantify indirect impacts to aquatic 
resources, and qualitative data is lacking. An assessment o! indirect impacts from the 
proposed project is critical to determining the I EDPA because the level of environmental 
damage of a given alternative may depend on indirect impacts if. for example, direct 
impacts are similar. Example: While section 3.7.3 of the DEISs stales that indirect 
impacts occur within the 250-foot buffer around project elements, no further mention is 
nuute of any methodology for characterizing indirect impacts or calculating quantitative 
indirect impact totals Throughimt the DEISs there are descriptions of permanent indirect 
impacts, but there is no corresponding quantified data. 

• Piovide updated atMdyscs clearly indicating the estimated at 'cage o( indirect 
impacts, per each expected dischatgc activity, to aquatic resources Include the 
methodology and assumptions used 

Revise and clarify the assessment of ••permanent” and “temporary” impacts. I he 

DEISs state, 'impacts associated with constniction activities would result in temporary 
impacts, whereas activities during the project period would result tit permanent impacts 
on biological resources." This assessment is not accurate, as many ol the permanent 
impacts to biological resources and wetlands may also occur during constniction. EPA is 
also concerned tire analysis of impacts as presented underestimates the extent oi 
permanent impacts to wetlands, particularly vernal pools. Permanent loss clearly occurs 
when a wetland is filled, hut permanent functional loss (degradation) also occurs when 
there are indirect (non-fill) impacts to a portion of a wetland, or when drilling and 
excavation activities alter the hydrology within its surrounding drainage basin Example 
Vernal pools and other seasonal wetlands that lie completely or partially within the 60- 
foot wide fill embankment w ithin elevated segments would be directly and permanently 
impacted by the project. However, pools or portions of pads w ithin ilu' remaining 
construction footprint (i.e.. additional 20 Jeel) of an elevated segment arc incorrectly 


considered only temporarily impacted from ground disturbing activities, even though a 
permanent degradation of Junctions may occur. Ipg. 3.7-46). 

• Clearly ddierentiaic permanent and temporary impacts based not only on till 
footprint, but on aquatic resource functions. Where constniction will result in 
permanent impacts, including functional degradation, this should be noted and 
estimates of permanent and temporary impacts should be revised. 

• Revise the various tables in Chapter 3.7 that summarize Construction Period and 
Project Period impacts to aquatic resources to clearly present direct, indirect, 
temporary and permanent impacts from construction and project operation. 

Confirm that impact values presented include all connected actions. In addition to the 
Heavy Maintenance Facility (HMF). the proposed project alternatives include several 
other project elements (c.g., maintenance of way facilities, traction stations, switching 
stations, paralleling stations, access roads and road widening). 

• Ensure that impacts from these project features have been included in impact 
totals and arc presented cleat ly ill the FEISs. 

• Present aquatic resource impacts anticipated from Merced Station. 

Include a functional assessment of aquatic resource impacts. I he health ol wetlands 
and riparian habitats can be assessed through standardized tools such as the California 
Rapid Assessment Method. The DEISs present no assessment information on the 
condition of wctlands/watcrs on the project site based on the field application of such 
tools, as outlined in the NEPA/404 MOU. The FEISs should incorporate functional 
assessment information into impact characterization, so that current and impacted 
resource conditions can provide context to acreage numbers. 

2.2 Water Quality 

The proposed projects will result in a variety of unquantificd erosion and construction related 
impacts to the quality of waters found throughout the study area from what is likely to be a 
lengthy, mulli-phaxcd project build-out. According to the DEISs, several waters within the 
project study area arc listed on the CWA Section 303(d) list as impaired water bodies. The 
Guidelines prohibit discharges that will result in a violation of water quality standards or toxic 
effluent standards (40 CFR 230.10(b)). Post-construction green infrastructure and LID (low 
impact development) techniques, such as hiorctcntion areas, porous pavement, and vegetated 
swales, can improve water quality, as well as provide a variety of additional benefits, including 
long-term economic savings and visual enhancement. More information on green infrastructure 
and LID techniques can be found at: http://cfiHib.cpa.gov/npdcs/lionre.cfm7propiamJd-29R. 

Recommendations: 

• Confirm with supporting information in the FEISs that the proposed projects will not 
further impair 303(d)-lisied water bodies and will not increase [K>lluiutiis Ifuin 
stormwater runoff, nuisance flows and groundwater drawdown. In the FEISs. 
identify a set of low impact development techniques (LID) foi the construction and 
post-coustnicliori stage of the project to retain, infiltrate, and treat stormw ater runoff 
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EPA understands from discussions with the State Watet Board that the Board is considering 
permitting stormwater discharges from the drainage system serving the HS'I as a municipal 
separate storm sewer system (MS4) under the National Pollutant Discharge hlimination System 
(NPDES) stormwater permit program. The municipal permit would covet discharges from the 
entire drainage system ot the project, including the tracks. The DEISs (section 3.8.2) discuss the 
regulatory framework lor the project, including the applicability ot the NPDFS stormwatci 
peimit program, but do not identify CHSKA as the operator of an MS4 permit. Further, although 
there arc references to the State Water Board's industrial general stormwater permit in the DLlSs 
(e.g.. Section 3.8.6), the permit is not mentioned ui section 3.8.2 winch summarizes the 
regulatory framework for the project. 


774-4 


provided. Further, the runoff from the tracks is assumed to be less than a significant source of 
pollutants, but no supporting documentation is provided for tins assumption. 


K (‘commendations: 

• As discussed in the Hazardous Matciials Section below.describe tbc quantity ami 
content of lubricants and hazardous materials that will be used for operation 

• Provide supporting intoininlion to justify the conclusion that the runoff from tile 
tracks would be less than a significant source of pollutants. For example, provide 
runoff monitoring data from existing or similar railroads along with a description on 
how ongoing maintenance activities will be implemented to avoid tunoff of 
lubricants and hazardous materials. 


Recommendations: 

• The FEISs should acknowledge the potential applicability of the MS4 permit 
program to the CHSKA and the potential mitigation stemming Irom the requirement 
ol an MS4 permit to reduce pollutants in discharges Irom the drainage system to lire 
maximum extent practicable 

• Identity and discuss the baste requirements ol the .Slate Water Board's industrial 
general stormwater permit (Water Duality Order No V7-U3-DWQ) in section 3.8.2. 
Include a discussion of the stormwatci pollution prevention plan (SWPPP) and the 
monitoring requirements. 

• Desenbe the Slate Water Board's current effort to reissue this general permit. 

Include a description ol the Stale Water Board's 2011 draft permit and its 
requirements ami potential impacts to the project. 

The DEISs (Section 3.8.5) indicate that the impacts of increased stormwater iiuioff would be 
minor because the discharges would be directed to either the local stormwater system in urban 
areas or to the local drainage system via swales in rural areas. There is little information 
provided to support this conclusion. Hie DEISs further stale that runoff from the (IMF would lie 
contained onsite via infiltration, and therefore there would be no impacts to surface water 
However, Section 3.8.6 indicates the runoff would be contained onsite, if feasible. Other 
references in the DEISs provide yet other descriptions of how the runoff would be handled. 

Recommendations: 

• Include a quantitative assessment of the anticipated impacts and tunoff from the 
various project components (including train tracks) to existing hydrology, 
downstream waterbodies, and impervious, 

• Describe and coni irin the availability of adequate space for mitigation via measures 
such ax infiltration (as indicated in Section 3.8.6). 

• Clarify and be internally consistent concerning bow the runoff from heavy 
maintenance facilities w ould be handled. If there would be any discharges, the nature 
of the potential pollutants should be described along with the risks and impacts to 
suriacc water bodies. 

The DEISs (section 3.8.5) indicate that the HST docs not require large amounts of lubricants ot 
hazardous materials for operation. However, the nature and quantities of these materials are not 


2.3 Significant Degradation 

Without clear commitments from FRA and CHSRA to minimize and avoid impacts to aqtianc 
rcsourccs, and a clear plan to mitigate impacts that cannot be avoided, the proposed projects 
could cause and/or contribute to significant degradation ot aquatic resources. 1 he Guidelines 
prohibit permit issuance for discharges causing oi contributing to significant degradation (40 
CFR 230.10(c)). 

Recommendations: 

• Present a reasoned, specific and detailed aiguiuctu that the project will neither cause 
nor contribute to significant degradation ol waters. Draw ing on watershed data, 
including die projects' potential lor both positive and negative impacts on existing 
water quality and habitat functions, this analysis should be based upon reliable data 
on (a) the extent of unavoidable direct and indirect fill impacts, (b) the condition of 
the aquatic resources in their watershed context, and (c) measures to mitigate the 
project's adverse impacts 

2.4 Mitigation for Impacts to Aquatic Resources 

lire DEISs provide no details on specific avoidance and minimization strategies, and no overall 
strategy for compensatory mitigation for unavoidable impacts to waters (Chapter 3.7). 

Identifying mitigation opportunities in advance of the FEISs, as identified in the NEPA/404 
MOD. should be a key priority for IRA and CHSRA. as it will help to avoid potential delays 
during project permitting. We note that compensatory mitigation is intended only for 
unavoidable impacts to waters after the LEDPA has been deter mined (40 CFR 230.10(d)). so 
EPA does not expect to review and approve a final compensatory mitigation plan prior to having 
clarity on compliance with tlie Alternatives portion of the Guidelines. However, it is appropriate 
for applicants to look for opportunities to compensate for likely unavoidable impacts in a 
watershed context, and to establish a frantework for mitigation planning (e.g, identifying likely 
partners, and opportunities for watershed improvement and restoration, etc). Hie mitigation 
measures presented in the DEISs consist primarily of commitments to implement best 
management practices and to develop habitat mitigation and monitoring plans. 

Checkpoint C, die next milestone in the NEP A/404 MOli, provides an opportunity fot EPA 
agreement on a preliminary I.F.DPA and draft mitigation plan. EPA anticipates receiving updated 
estimates fot aquatic resource impacts and corresponding practicable avoidance measures 


6 


7 


CALIFORNIA 

High-Speed Rail Authority 


© 


U S Department 

of Transportation 

Federal Railroad 
Administration 



CALIFORNIA 

High-Speed Roil Authority 


U,S. Department 
of Transportation 

Federal Railroad 

Administration 


Page 17-22 


Page 42-348 










California High-Speed Train Project EIR/EIS 
Fresno to Bakersfield Section 


Vol. V Response to Comments from I ndividuals Last Name D-F 


Attachment to Submission 1033 (Aaron Fukuda, October 18, 2012) - 
Fukuda Letter 10182012 Original 2 Attachments A-C.pdf - Continued 


California High-Speed Train Project EIR/EIS 
Merced to Fresno Section 


Response to Comments from Federal Agencies 


Submission 774 (Enrique Manzanilla, United States Enivronmental Protection Agency Region 
IX, October 13, 2011) - Continued 


774-5 commensurate with these regulatory decision points. Because the release of the FEISs follows 

Checkpoint C. the FT.lSs should include a draft mitigation plan that meets all requirements of the 
Compensatory Mitigation for Losses of Aquatic Resources: Final Rule (40 CFR Part 230. 
subpart J of the Guidelines). 

Recommendations: 

• Identify specific avoidance and minimization measures for impacts to waters of the 
U.S. (e g. complete spanning of waterways, elevating tracks above sensitive wetland 
areas, use of bottomless arch culverts, etc.) 

• The dralt mitigation plan for Checkpoint C should describe the processes that FRA 
and CHSRA will use. and commitments it will make, to maximize opportunities for 
successful mitigaiion including: identifying potential mitigation silos: options 
available for creation, restoration, enhancement and preservation of waters (e.g.. land 
dedication, acquisition of conservation casements, mitigation banks); opportunities 
to integrate with existing or planned conservation efforts; potential for improvements 
to existing infrastructure to enhance aquatic system and wildlife use; and instruments 
for long term management ul mitigation sites leg , established maintenance 
endowments). 

• rbc Mitfguion R ik(S ibpart J of the guidelinesat 40CFR Part 230) indudes 12 
elements required ol final compensatory mitigation plans Since this will he a permit 
requirement, we recommend each of these elements be detailed in the FF.ISs to 
facilitate 4(H permitting. 

774 6 3. SPECIAL STATUS SPKCH-S AM) WII.DI HT MOVEMENT 

The DEIS states that all proposed crossings of the San Joaquin River will have potential impacts 
to essential fish habitat for federally listed Central Valley spring run Chinook salmon (pp 3.7 
36). Subpart D ol the CWA Section 404 regulations (40 CFR 230.30) emphasizes the importance 
of protection of “aquatic habitat which are particularly crucial to the continued survival of some 
threatened or endangered species including adequate good quality water, spawning and 
maturation areas .In addition, no CWA Section 404 permit may be issued if the proposed 
discharges would jeopardize the continued existence of an endangered species (40 CI K 
230.10(b)). F.PA is concerned that the DUS contains little analysis and disclosure of specific 
likely impacts ol river crossings on listed species. For example, it will be important for the 
project to demonstrate that it will not pose unacceptable risks to lusted salmonids. 


The DF.ISs recognize that wildlife linkages arc essential to the health and viability of natural 
ecosystems, and note that a significant study commissioned by Caltrans and California 
Department of Fish and Game was conducted to identify essential landscape linkages lor wildlife 
movement and genetic dispersal. The DElSs also provide descriptions of the major wildlife 
linkage areas that will be impacted by the HST alternatives, including Eastman Lake-Bear Creek. 
Bercnda Slough. Fresno River, Kings River, St. John's River-Cross Creek. SR 43/SR 155. Deer 
Creek Sand Ridge, Peso Creek, and Kern River. I lowcvcr. the DEISs do not demonstrate how 
the HST alternative alignments could adversely affect these corridors or how impacts to these 
corridors will be addressed. 

Recommendations: 

• Provide additional qualitative information on any unavoidable Impacts to wildlife 

movement corridors 

• Document coordination with Fish and Wildlife Service and California Department of 
Fish and Game regarding appropriate avoidance, wildlife crossings, and mitigation 
measures to address these impacts 

• Include specific high-speed train design commitments that I) remove \\ liulite 
movement hartiets; 2) enhance use of modeled wildlife corridors; 3) provide 
crossings with >uitablc habitat and topography to accommodate multiple species. 

• Describe specific project dements that would be constructed to t m 4c wildlife 
connectivity for Merced to Fresno HSR alternatives, including types of features and 
approximate locations. Hits should lie integrated into the description of alternatives 
in Section 2 of the Merced to Fresno DEIS, following the example of the I-rcsno to 
Bakersfield DF.IS. 

4. AIK QUALITY 

While lire high-speed train could jxMcntially have great long term benefits to air quality in 
California by reducing vehicles miles traveled and reducing the need to expand airports and 
highways, the project would also result in increased emissions from construction of the system 
and operation ol the I IMF and support vehicles. Depending on the energy source lor powering 
the electric train, emissions may also result from the increased electricity demand required for 
powering the train system. Because the San Joaquin Valley Air Basin has sonic of the worst 8- 
hour ozone and PM2.5 problems in the nation, it is important to reduce emissions of ozone 
precursors and particulate matter from this project to the maximum extent. 


Recommendations: 

• Fully analyze potential impacts of the project on the San Joaquin Rivet, including 
specific areas atlectcd and permanent vs. temporary impacts 

• Provide information on San Joaquin R iver crossing, design options 

• Continue to coordinate on plans for crossing designs and share information on 
predicted impacts with the San Joaquin Riv er Restoration I’rojcct federal and state 
leads. U.S. Bureau of Reclamation and Department of Water Resources. 

• Ensure implementation of tltc best available methods fin rivet crossings that maintain 
and enhance wildlife habitat. 


4.1 General Conformity 

T he FT.lSs should ensure that direct and indirect emissions from both the construction and the 
operational phases of the proicct conform to the approved Stale Implementation Plan and do not 
cause or contribute to violations of the National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS). fhe 
DEISs note that impacts affecting air quality plan compliance would Iasi the entire construction 
penod of nearly 10 years and would increase nonattainment pollutant emissions, which would 
conflict with the ultimate goal of the air quality plan to hnng the air basin into compliance 
(Merced to Fresno p. 3.3-42 and Fresno to Bakersfield p. 3.3-41). For Merced to Fresno, with 
mitigation, the annual construction emissions would exceed the San Joaquin Valley Aii 
Pollution Control District (SJVAPCD) California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) threshold' 
for volatile organic compounds (VOC). nitrous oxides (NOx), and particulate mattci less than 2.5 
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microns (PM2.5) lor the entire construction dotation and the particulate niattci less than 10 
microns (I'M 10) SJVAPCD CEQA threshold lor half of the construction duration" (Merced to 
Prej.no p V3 42). For the Fresno to Bakersfield section, “with mitigation, the .rnnual construction 
emissions would exceed the SJVAPCD CEQA thresholds for VOC. NOv PM 10. and PM 2 5 lor 
the entire construction duration" (Frcsno to Bakcrficld p. .1.3-11) Both DEISs conclude that 
project coustniction may impede implementation of the 8-hour SJVAPCD 2007 Ozone Plan, the 
2004 Extreme Ozone 1-houi Attainment Demonstration I’lan3. the 2007 PM 10 Maintenance 
Plan, and 2008 PM2.5 Plan 

Recommendations: 

• Conf irm that direct and indirect emissions from both die construction and the 
operational phases of the project conform to the approved State Implementation Plan 
and do not cause or contribute lo violaiions of Ihc National Ambient Air Quality 
Standards tNAAQS) Include a letter from SJVAPCD supporting that this project will 
meet conformity requirements 

• identify additional mdigMiott measures for project construction by comhming to 
cooidinaie with die San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District and California 
Air Resources Board. Ihc sc may Include: 

o Participate in the Voluntary Emission Reduction Agreement program to 
establish u suite of mitigation measures to reduce ait quality impacts ill die 
vicinity of the project. 

o Woik with local government and agricultural community to generate possible 
opportunities lo offset emissions from the project and include a list in die 
FEIS Potential opportunities could include renewable energy production liom 
IcKal farming pt act lees and measures to reduce truck trail ic through freight 
improvements. 

• While EPA siqipoits the commitment to reduce criteria exhaust emissions fiom 
Construction Equipment by requiring use or Tier 4 engines (mitigation measure AQ 
MM«4; p.3.3 71 in bodt DEISs). we are concerned dial a lack of Tier 4 engines in die 
available construction equipment fleet may result in increased emissions. 

• Identify additional mitigation measures (oroperation of the HMh Partner with San 
Joaquin Valley Ait Pollution Control District (District) to identify applicable 
technologies, and consider the following: 

o Use electric or hybrid trocks to serve the facility. 

o Commit to adjusting die lacilily operations and orientation (through staging, 
operation schedules, ingress/egress routes, etc) lo reduce localized impacts to 
sutrounding sensitive receptors. 

o Identify an alternative orientation of the facility to move emission activities or 
release points to areas where impacts to surrounding sensitive areas arc 
lessened 

o Commit to use of a elect!ic or Clean Switclici Locomotive ami revise the 
analysis of potential ait impacts to reflect emissions reductions. 


4.2 Iransporhition Conformity 

The DEISs state that nciihct project is a ‘•Project ol Air Quality Concern”, therefore no further 
analysis ol PM 10 or PM2.5 impacts is requited However, there is no discussion of interagency 
consultation. Since die USE project is not yet in die area's Transportation Improvement Plan 
(TIP), it has not been documented that required consultation has occurred. 

Recommendation: 

• Confirm ihe Project of Air Quality Concern determination hy documenting that an 
interagency consultation process has been completed. Caltians cuncntly leads an 
interagency consultation process lor such determinations in Ihe San Joaquin 
Valley. 

4.3 Air Quality Impacts on Health 

Sections 3.3 and 3.19 of the DEISs discuss how project construction and operation will impact 
local ami regional air quality. Ihe project is located in non attainment areas foi ozone and PM? 
Research has shown dial these ait pollutants may exacerbate asthma conditions Fresno and 
Merced Counties, as well as the San Joaquin Valley region in general, have high rales of asthma 
m adults and children Childhood asthma prevalence and emergency department visits due to 
asthma ate higher tlum the statewide average ill all m.v San Joaquin Valley counties where die 
protect would lie located. U does not appear that ihe DEISs considered how local air quality 
Impacts from construction and operation of the project may impact those vvidi iLsihma or other 
respiratory diseases. 

Recommendations: 

• Assess how local air quality impacts during protect construction and operation may 
affect health and exacerbate asthma or other respiratory conditions in children and 
adults in the FEISs. Tins discussion should include qualitative as well as quantitative 
information, and a discussion of mitigation options for those most imparted. 
Respiratory Hazard Indices should be provided for each alternative. 

• Add measures m wash all trucks aiul equipment before exiting die construction site 
and measures to suspend dust generating activities when wind speeds exceed 25 mph 
to Air Quality Mitigation Measure #3, which includes actions to reduce fugitive dust 
from malcrial hauling. 

• Revise Air Quality Mitigation Measure (K> in Ihc Merced to Fresno FEIS (so dial it 
applies lo all heavy maintenance facility alternatives, rather than only those specified 
in the DEIS) by limiting idling and instituting a minimum buffer distance of 1,300 
Icet away from diesel emission sources. Or. alternatively, commit to preparing a 
detailed health risk assessment for all heavy maintenance facilities considered 

• Commit to locating concrete batch plants at least 1.000 feet away from other sensitive 
receptors, including daycare centers, senior cate facilities, residences, parks, and 
other areas where children may congregate. Air Quality Mitigation Measure #8 
includes actions to reduce concrete batch plant emission impacts to nearby sensitive 


' rise Drttnet has tumleri i>nc such poiect mid the fnconwlive iscunrmlv being t uili The modifiC4li«l involves 
retrofitting a 1 ler 2 locomotive engine (MX* hp single opine I in result m9l% NO? rwi"»-.v.liM-ons 
(.-rimpan-cl wnh «-»rlW diesel locomotive) nuking lire switcher the clonal row Mr h» mote iMoniutlnn .mi 


the clean switcher please contact Kevin McCnlTny vnlft the Ditlrict's Strategic* and Incentive? department I55VI 
’30 5831. 


10 


CALIFORNIA 

High-Speed Rail Authority 


© 


U S Department 
of Transportation 

Federal Railroad 
Administration 



CALIFORNIA 

High-Speed Roil Authority 


U S. Department 
of Transportation 

Federal Railroad 
Administration 


Page 17-24 


Page 42-350 
















California High-Speed Train Project EIR/EIS 
Fresno to Bakersfield Section 


Vol. V Response to Comments from I ndividuals Last Name D-F 


Attachment to Submission 1033 (Aaron Fukuda, October 18, 2012) - 
Fukuda Letter 10182012 Original 2 Attachments A-C.pdf - Continued 


California High-Speed Train Project EIR/EIS 
Merced to Fresno Section 


Response to Comments from Federal Agencies 


Submission 774 (Enrique Manzanilla, United States Enivronmental Protection Agency Region 
IX, October 13, 2011) - Continued 


receptors by locating concrete batch plants at least 1,000 feet away tioni sensitive 
receptors, such as school and ltospiuds. 

• Specify other control measures that will be used for the concrete batch plants to 
minimize pollution from these plants, including dust control measures for operations 
and trucks. 

• Provide an estimate of increased bus traffic and associated air quality impacts near 
proposed stations to supplement the conclusion that there would not be a significant 
number of diesel vehicles congregating at a single location near ihc HSR stations 
(page 3.3-67 of the Merced to Fresno DEIS). Include a discussion of coordination 
efforts with local transit agencies to promote best practices for reducing bus related 
emissions impacts. 

5. AGRH’I'I,'ITRAI. IMPACTS 

The various alternatives discussed in die DEISs would involve trade offs between impacts to 
developed land and communities, agriculture, and other resources. The DEISs address impacts to 
agriculture, including direct conversion of agricultural land to transportation uses, severance ol 
parcels, and impacts to onsite utilities (irrigation systems, access roads, and power supplies). 
Multiple impacts to agriculture and lil’A's associated recommendations are included below and 
in subsequent growth, land use, and community impacts sections of this letter. 

5.1 Agricultural land Valuation and Compensation 

Impacts that are not documented in the DEISs arc potential increases in operational expenses due 
to smaller held sizes and resulting loss of efficiency in field management operations. In addition, 
the DEISs don't specify the methodology for calculating "non-cconomic" parcels ot lire 
appraised parcel value, although the DEISs reference relevant lactors, including infrastructure 
access and proximity issues, and include commitments to compensate landowners for 
infrastructure as well as land. 

Recommendations: 

• Include a discussion of potential increases in operational expenses due to smaller field 
sizes and resulting loss of efficiency in field management operations. 

• Describe the land valuation methodology used for determining which parcels were 
determined to be "non-economic". Include assumptions for analysis and source or 
data used. 

• Describe the compensation methodology and how it was developed. Address how the 
methodology 1) calculates Ihc present value of lost future earnings, and 2) assesses 
the decreased efficiency of operations on remaining land. Clanly assumptions used 
regarding land staying in the same cropping system and/or changing to another 
system more amenable to smaller sites, such as truck fanniug for local consumption. 

• Address whether the proposed mitigation to compensate property owners lor parcels 
needed for the alignment adequately compensates owners lor all reasonably 
foreseeable potential impacts to their imaneial viability. 

5.2 Impacts to Ifairies 

The Merced to Fresno DEIS slates that the proposed project could result in the closure of several 
dames, and acquisition of property from several other dairies. The DEIS states that CHSRA 


would work with each affected dairy to address issues of concerns and attempt to resolve 
conflicts to piescrvc operational capacity. Although this is deemed a negligible impact, EPA is 
concerned that the complexity of siting and pcimitting dairies could make the closure ol dairies a 
more significant impact. 

Recommendation: 

• Avoid impacts to dan a." -• ■ with d.i iv OWMIt to RlltigMe 

unavoidable impacts. 

5.3 lass of road access 

The DEISs state tluit over- or undercrossings will be provided every two miles. EPA is 
concerned about this reduction ol transportation access and its impacts on agricultural 
operations. I hc DEISs stale that the right of way acquisition process provides additional 
opportunities to reduce hardships caused by access severance, and that the CHSRA would work 
with each affected property owner to address issues of concern, attempt to resolve conflicts, and 
potentially arrange for additional grade-separated crossings. EPA is supportive of continued 
cl forts to work directly with allcctcd formers to mitigate impacts to access and agricultural 
operations. 

Recommendations: 

• Work with each allcctcd property owner to address issues of concern, attempt to 
resolve conflicts, and arrange for additional grade separated crossings following 
meetings with affected farmers. 

• Consider providing remainder parcels on a subsidized basis to beginning and 
disadvantaged farmers willing to use small-farm practices to supply the local market. 

h. REGION*!. ANI) 1,<K.'AE INDIT ED GROWTH 

EPA believes that a HSR system has the potential to encourage transit-oriented development 
( I OD) that could revitalize urban centers, support economic development, ami help preserve 
agricultural land. Based on historic development trends in California, however, live land use and 
development impacts of a proposed HSR system oil siaiion cities and other communities in the 
vicinity of the project remain uncertain at this tune. 

6.1 Regional Growth and Development Patterns 

Land use and regional growth discussions in the DEISs do not acknowledge the possibility that 
the HSR system could significantly induce growth, or the uncertainty surrounding growth 
estimates. Acknowledging uncertainty and providing a range of likely impacts could help 
affected communities to better plan for HSR induced regional growth. 

In discussing regional growth, both DEISs conclude dial the HSR project "would only slightly 
raise the projected population." EPA understands that transportation improvements, including 
HSR. can affect the location, pattern, liming, and intensity of development. It is unclear if the 
project's potential to attract new commuters living near Merced, Fresno. lianford/Visalia, oi 
Bakersfield and traveling to Los Angeles or San Francisco wa> fully assessed. EPA recognizes 
that many commuters living in die San Francisco Bay Area and the Greater Los Angeles 
Metropolitan Area currently experience commute times in excess of the projected HSR travel 
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time from Central Valley cities, making it seem that HSK system could potentially induce 
growth more than "slightly' heyond the "no project" scenario, as the documents slate. 

In discussing land use. the DF.ISs state that communities within the region have adequate space 
within their spheres of influence to allow for dcvclopmenl to accommodate additional population 
growth, and therefore the HSR would not induce unplanned growth. Given historic development 
patterns in California and the uncertainty of future development. EPA believes that this 
conclusion is misleading and strong measures are needed to avoid inducing unplanned growth. 


significant growth related indirect impacts and strong measures will he needed io minimize 
indirect effects. 

The 15EIS stales that die proposed station area is located adjacent to. but north of. a Blueprint 
Urban Growth Area. Given that the Kings County Association of Governments has developed a 
Kings County Blueprint tor Urban Growth to emphasize city-centered urban growth and 
agricultural preservation, the decision to site a station location outside of the planned Urban 
Growth Atea does not appear to be compatible with local goals. 


While EPA acknowledges FRA and CHSRA s past and current efforts to coordinate with 
proposed station cities in planning for station mens, we emphasize that future cooidinatioii 
efforts during the design and construction phases will be critical to achieving higher -density, 
mixed-use development around stations Coordination wil l also be necessary to maintain rural 
character near a Kings/Tulaic icg.ioiial station. 

Recommendations: 

• Revise the induced growth and land consumption analysis to fuljy acknowledge 
historic development trends and include commitments to avoid and minimize 
impacts. 

• Clearly acknowledge uncertainty in future induced growth projections ami provide u 
range of potential impacts, with reference to location, pattern, timing, and intensity of 
growth. 

• Discuss the potential for considerable growth to occur from commuters living in the 
Central Valley and working in Los Angeles or San Francisco, and include an 
explanation of the range of potential regional and local growth impacts, with 
reference to location, pattern, timing, and intensity of growth. 

• Coordinate throughout the design and cowtrection phases with non station 

communities that may experience development pressure due to access to HSR, and 
support efforts to develop planning documents, land use regulations, and municipal 
development policies to inhibit low-density development in these areas. Ensure that 
information and resources arc available for planning in these communities. 

• Commit to continuing to work with the 1 JUD/DOT/EPA Partnership for Sustainable 
Communities and the State of California Strategic Growth Council under the 
Memorandum of Undemanding for Achieving an Environmentally Sustainable High 
Speed Train System in California (Sustainability MOU) to avoid, minimize and 
mitigate HSR induced grow th impacts. 

Fresno to Bakersfield 

EPA is particularly concerned about the potential for induced growth in the vicinity of the 
proposed Kings/Tularc Regional station The DEIS states that "given the Urban Reserve and 
agricultural land use designations surrounding the station area, the availability of appropriately 
designated land on the west .side of Hanford that could be developed, and the potential for the 
CHSRA to purchase conservation easements around the station, and the CHSRA’s vision foi die 
Kings/Tularc Regional Station to act as a ttansit hub. the potential for indirect effects on land use 
is low." Given historic growth patterns in California. EPA believes that there is potential for 


'|hc DEIS also states that it is possible that the CHSRA could seek to locate agricultural 
casements directly surrounding the Kings/Tularc Regional Station footprint. EPA supports this 
proposed mitigation to reduce the potential for induced growth, as discussed in die next section. 

Recommendations: 

• Rev isc the indirect effects analysis associated with the Kings/Tularc Station to 
accurately reflect historic trends and potential risks to surrounding lands, 

• Commit to specific measures to avoid, minimize, and mitigate impacts to the area 
surrounding the proposed Kings/l ularc Regional Station 

• Discuss in the IT.IS why the proposed sUiion location was not sited in the designated 
Utban Growth Area. 

• Work with Kings County and other local governments with land use authority in the 
vicinity of the proposed Kings/Tularc Regional Station to promote policies to help 
ensure that infrastructure will not be provided to support development in areas 
heyond current planned growth areas. 

6.2 Managing Induce)I Growth in Rural Areas 

EPA supports plans lor highcr-denstty development around the Merced, Fresno, and Bakersfield 
stations, and FRA and CHSKA's clforts to support IODplanning in these station areas. We 
remain concerned, however that development pressures from HSR at urban fringes could induce 
changes in zoning codes and conversion ol agricultural lands and open space to other uses, such 
as residential or commercial development, lanxcr-density development near urban fringes could 
cause additional impacts to agriculture ami natural resources, heyond what is described in ii>c 
DElSs. EPA is particularly concerned with the potential for induced growth neat the rural 
Kings/Tularc Regional Station and sees farmland conservation easements as a valuable 
mitigation tool. 

Ihc DEISs state dial FRA and CHSRA will work with the California State Department of 
Conservation to purchase and cslablish agricultural conservation easements to mitigate for the 
loss of agricultural land that will result from miles of tracking throughout farming communities. 
It is unclear if ERA and CHSRA arc also commuted to promoting conservation easements as a 
tool avoid and minimize unplanned induced development. Further, it is unclear it I RA and 
CHSRA would target conservation efforts on specific parcels based on project induced 
development risk, ami what criteria would be used to assess this risk. 

EPA emphasizes that the success of area station planning efforts w ill likely he directly related to 
complementary planning and coordination at the utban hinges and neighboring communities. 
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We also recognize that strong coordination with counties and other stakeholders will be needed 
to accomplish these planning efforts and get conservation tools implemented, such as casements 

Recommendations: 

• Establish criteria (such as proximity to stations and maintenance facilities) and apply 
the criteria to identify which agricultural and rural lands arc most v ulnci able to 
induced growth impacts from the proposed train system. This "high-impact" land 
should then be targeted for agricultural land conservation easements. 

• Commit to promote and support agricultural land conservation easements for high 
quality agricultural land most at risk for conversion due to the project as a means to 
mitigate potential induced growth impacts. 

• Include a specific commitment to promote agricultural casements directly 
surrounding the rural Kings/Tulare Regional Station. 

• FRA and CHSRA should work with the California State Department of OmamitiM 
and/ot local land trusts to facilitate identification of potential conservation areas and 
support of future easements. 

7. l.ANimSK AM) PLANNING 

7.1 Station Area Planning 

The location of the HSR stations anil the layout of facilities (transit plazas, parking, etc) will 
have a significant influence on the success of TOD in tltese areas. The DEISs reference the 
Transit Oriented Development Design Report for Fresno Final Report (UC Berkeley 2010) and 
Transit Oriented Development for High-Speed Rail in the Central Valiev, California: Design 
Concepts for Stockton and Merced (IX Berkeley 2008). In addition, the DEISs state. "The 
|CI ISRA] is committed...to working cooperatively with local government, transit agencies, 
public interest groups, and the development community m realize a shared vision for land use 
and transit development around HSR stations consistent with the |CHSRA|'s Development 
Policies, to the maximum extent possible” (Merced to Fresno p. 2-95 and Fresno to Bakersticld 
p. 2-94). Details, however, are not provided regarding coordination efforts to achieve tins 
commitment or what, if anything, communities have committed to implementing. 

The DEISs slate that FRA and CHSRA arc providing funding to assist station cities in 
undertaking studies, research, and planning for station areas. EPA understands that proposals 
Irom station cities for activities to be funded by this program arc currently being reviewed by 
I RA and LHSRA. Adding details about these proposals to FF.ISs would enable readers to better 
understand how stations areas could change as a result of the project. 

Recommendations: 

• Commit to continued coordination with station cities throughout the design and 
construction phases of the project and support cltorts to develop planning documents, 
land use regulations, and municipal development policies that encourage higher 
density, mixed-use development around Merced. Fresno, and Bakersfield stations. 

• Clarify whether FRA, CHSRA, and c 1 wiU be fooled have 

committed to the planning and design concepts discussed in the referenced 
documents, which identify opportunities lor downtown revitalization in the station 


cities through urban design, higher densities, mixed-use development, and 
multimodal transportation options. 

• Include mote specific information on how communities arc being engaged in station 
area planning 

• Provide more details about what specific activities will be funded under the station 
area planning program, wlial the timeline is for the funded activities, how FRA ami 
CHSRA will work with the communities on these activities, and how the results of 
the activities will be incorporated into station design. 

• Revise maps of station study areas in Section 3.13 of the Merced to Fresno DEIS so 
that proposed station locations are clearly delineated, follow ing the example or maps 
in Section 3.13 of the Fresno to Bakersfield DF.IS. 

• Consider best practices for station area planning provided in Section 2 of the 
American Public Transportation Association March 2011 Transit Sustainability 
Guidelines and adopt relevant recommendations. Guidelines arc available at 
http://www.apia.coin/resources/hottopics/sustamnbility/Pagcs/dcfault.aspx 

7.2 Multimodal Connectivity 

As stated ill mu scoping comments, a substantial benefit of a proposed HSR eorridot connecting 
Merced to Bakersfield is the opportunity to generate improved local transit services and to 
reduce vehicle miles traveled (VMT). EPA strongly supports including project elements that will 
reduce VM T. such as features that promote local transit use, walking and hiking 

The DEISs describe FRA and CHSR A’s vision for HSR stations to serve as multimodal hubs 
with strong transit connectivity. EPA recognizes that transit connectivity is vital to achieving the 
land use patterns discussed in DEISs. Achieving strong connectivity with local transit systems 
requires early and robust coordination with local transit agencies, which is not described in 
DEISs. 

For example, the Fresno to Bakersfield DEIS states that "|l|he FRA's and [CHSRA]’s goals for 
Kings/Tulare station include creating a station that serves as a regional transportation hub to 
provide quick transit connections Irom the station to the downtown areas of Hanford and Visalia; 
the CHSRA and FRA have approved $600,000 iti planning funds to assist local jurisdictions 
around the Kings/Tularc station to plan to make these goals a reality." EPA is aware of an 
Expanded Light Rail Connectivity Plan for the City of Visalia that is being funded through the 
Department of Housing and Urban Development's Sustainable Communities Regional Planning 
Grant to the Smart Valley Places Consortium. The DEIS docs not provide details on how FR A 
and CHSRA arc engaging the local authorities in Visalia to coordinate with this project. 

Recommendations: 

• Commit to collaborate with local transit agencies to develop transit connectivity plans 
for HSR station areas and neighboring communities where high HSR ridershtp is 
expected. 

• As pan of cowdkatian with the City of VisaHa and ofbn communities on local 
transit planning efforts, ensure that transit plans are developed to maximize 
connectivity with the HSR system. 
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As pari of transit connectivity plans, commit to working with local agencies to 
develop features to facilitate easy transfers between local transit and HSR. such as 
shared ticketing, wayfinding for local transit within HSR stations, and olher features. 
Include a summary of coordination with local transit agencies to date and a discussion 
of how enisling and planned transit services would connect with die HSR system. 
Commit in the FEISs to design and construct stations to be pedestrian and bicycle- 
friendly by incorporating features such as bike lockers, ehanguig rooms, and showers. 
Commit to coordinate with car share organizations and promoting use ol shared 
vehicles at 11SR stations to provide an additional alternative to cur ownership. 


/..»t aming 

fcPA acknowledges that the DtlSs were developed to capture the footprint of the maximum 
parking demand to give FRA and CHSRA flexibility in future decision making. I PA also 
recognizes that decisions mask: on parking quantity, location, and type (surlaee. structures, 
shared) wall greatly impact whethet station areas arc walkablc and integrated into surrounding 
neighborhoods, and will influence surrounding development patterns. 

Parking is discussed in several places throughout die DF.ISs and in guidance document created 
by FRA and CI ISR A For example, the Fresno to Bakersfield DFIS lists goals including, "Limit 
the amount ol paikmg to that w hich is essential lor system viability.” and plate pai king in 
structures w ith retail and other land uses ” In addition, CHSRAs Urban Design Guidelines 
offers information on best practices. 

Within the DEISs. however, the FRA and CHSRA s plait tor paising appear, inconsistent. For 
example, the Merced to Fresno DLIS displays an image ol a potential layout fur ihc Maii|>osa 
Street Station in Fresno with surface parking lots surrounding the station. l-.PA has not seen a 
clear parking policy, and it is unclear il FRA and CHSRA are coordinating with local 
jurisdictions for implementing parking policies. 

Recommendations: 

• Include a clear parking policy in the FEISs. containing a clear commitment to work 
with local jurisdictions and lollowing tire Urban Design Guidelines and best practices 

• Commit to minimize the number of parking spaces to the greatest extent possible at 
stations in order to facilitate the use ol transit, and construct multi level parking 
structures as opposed to large expansive parking lots to minimize impacts 

• Revise the FEIS so dial stations ate not proposed to be surrounded by surface parking 
lots, such as Ihc Figure 2 42b in the Merced to Fresno DEIS and other similar figures. 


Fresno to Bakersfield 

The DEIS states that at the Kings/Tulare Regional Station, approximately 19 acres would support 
1 MX) spaces in a surface parking lot. or a portion of parking would be pros tded on-sue and a 
portion in shuttle lots located in downtown Hanford. Visalia, or Tulare. I I’A encourages the use 
of parking structures at the .station location and parking structures in nearby downtowns, as the 
DEIS states, to "allow fur more open space areas around the station, discourage growth at the 
station, encourage revitalization of the downtowns and reduced the development footprint of the 
station" 


Recommendation: 

• Commit 111 the FEIS 10 constructing parking slnicttiu-s la'licr til l!- 

the Kings/Tulare Regional Station, and using parking structures in the downtown 
areas of Hanford. Visalia, and Tulare to accommodate a significant percentage of 
parking demand from the Kings/Tularc Regional Station. 

7.4 Equitable Development 

EPA supports FRA and Cl ISRA's efforts to promote well-planned, multi modal, mixed use 
station areas. An integral component of station area planning includes plans to avoid the 
potentially adverse consequences that urban revitalization can have on established communities 
and low income residents Without sufficient planning and outreach, urban revitalization efforts 
risk "pricing-out” historic residents and harming existing cohesion of established communities 
Similarly, the siting of the HMF has the potential to disrupt communities and disproportionately 
impact low income and minority populations if not planned well. FRA and ( HSR A should 
identify specific commitments to help ensuic that station areas and I IMI-s arc developed in an 
equitable manner. 

Recommendations: 

• Commit to working with cities and other stakeholders to help ensure that an 
appropriate percentage of low-mcomc housing is integrated into station area 
developments. 

• Commit to take proactive and thorough clloris to engage low income and minority 
community members, community groups, and community development organizations 
in tire station area planning process. 

• Commit to augmenting CHSRA's “HSR Station Area Development: General 
Principles and Guidelines" document and 'Urban Design Guidelines" document so 
lhai they include equity as a key principle and includes guidelines for promoting 
equity. 

• Commit to the following ciiteria lor selecting a heavy maintenance facility (HMF) 
location: 1) consideration of impacts to low-income and minority communities; 2) 
future potential for smart growth development patterns; 3) transit connectivity. 4) 
transit service and/or ride-sharing to connect HMF sites to population centers, to 
provide an alternative to single occupant vehicles ten employees' commutes. Identify 
if auxiliary services, such as restaurants or other retail, arc planned to be sited near or 
writhin the HMF. 

7.5 Brownfield Redevelopment 

'Ihc DF.ISs state that tlicie arc underutilized and vacant properties surrounding potential stations. 

It is currently unclear if identification, assessment, and reuse of browficld sites will be addressed 

through the assistance FRA and CHSRA arc providing to cities. 

Recommendations: 

• Include identdiealion and assessment of brownlicld sites within .5 mile of the stations 
as a pail of FRA and CHSRA funded station area planning activities 
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Support redevelopment and TOD by funding assessment and clean-up of brownfield 
sites with the requirement that redevelopment on these sites be consistent with FRA 
and CHSRA staiion area planning guidelines. 

Commit to assessment and dean up of underutilized and vacant properties if any arc 
present around (lie selected HMF site for worker amenities and/or housing 
Consider whether station and HMF sites offer the opportunity for beneficial reuse of 
brownfield sites when selecting preferred location. 


7.6 Safety in Station Areas .... . 

According to the National Crime. Prevention Council. Crime Prevention Through Environmental 
Design is based on the principle thatthe design of buildings and the layout of public spaces can 
lead to a reduction in feelings of fear and actual occurrences of crime, and an improvement in the 
quality of life for residents and visitors. Tltc American Public Transportation Administration 
developed guidance specifically for mass transportation providers, which is available at 

liiin-//wwuf»ntastan<tards.i.omfP»rlals/0/S C cii r itv^xlfs/APTA SS AJSTtP 007 UL£ETEBj»»- 


Recommendation: 

• Commit to implementing Crime Prevention Through Environmental Design 
principles for stations in Section 3,11. Safety and Security, of the FElSs 


7.7 Visual Impacts 

Aesthetic and vismil impacts arc discussed in Section 3.16, and adverse impacts on visual quauty 
arc reported for select areas under all alternatives. F.PA understands dial visual impacts from 
fences, elevated structures, maintenance facilities, and other system components have the 
potential to alter the character and cohesion of communities. Through working with local 
stakeholders. CHSRA has the opportunity identify design elements to best meet loc al needs. Ibis 
may include incorporation of landscaping screening, integration of public art, and adding color to 
enable infrastructure to better blend into backgrounds, among several other options. 


8.1 Analysis of Risks to Children 

Because children arc more susceptible to environmental exposures than adults, analysis of 
environmental health impacts on children is critical to understanding project impacts and 
identifying appropriate mitigation. Chapter 3 of the DElSs identifies sensitive receptors and 
areas where children may congregate (c.g.. schools, parks, daycare centers) within the project 
area In addition, the DlilSs identify air quality, noise, and community impacts from the project, 
as well as the use of hazardous materials. 

Recommendations: 

• Evaluate the potential direct, indirect, and cumulative health impacts of the project 
alternatives (during construction and operation) on children's health. The analysis 
should consider the follow ing 

• Potential respiratory impacts, including asthma, lrom air pollutant emissions 
and generation of fugitive dust; 

• Potential noise impacts to health and learning, especially in areas where the 
project is located near homes, schools, daycare centers, ami parks; and 

• Potential impacts lrom the use of chemicals, such as pesticides, dust 
suppression methods, and hazardous materials, to children's health 

• Identify mitigation measures to reduce the project's impacts to children's health 

• Clearly identif y the project alternatives that have the least impact to children and 
othei sensitive receptors, as well as those alternatives that have the least impact on 
areas already significantly impacted by existing air pollution, high disease rates, and 
other indicators of social vulnerability. 

8.2 Child Safety During Construction Activities 

Construction activities may result in temporary heavy truck tratlic as well as altered 
transportation routes. Safety measures Uiat otter additional protection to children who ate 
walking in areas near construction activities should be included in the Construction Mitigation 
Plan. 
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Recommendations: 

• Add VQ-MM#4b from page 3.6-82 of the Fresno to Bakersfield DEIS, entitled. 
"Provide Offsite Landscape Screening Where Appropriate." to the list ot related 
mitigation measures on page 3.16-58 of tlic Merced to Fresno DEIS, 
tto conducting outre i 

obtain injxit on the future use of the area beneath the rail guide way and identify 
design o|«ions compatible with community characlci fot all elevated portions of the 
alignment located neat communities, as committed to for tlic Northeast District of 
Bakersfield on page 3.12 84 of the Fresno to Bakersfield DEIS. 


H. CHILDREN'S HEALTH . „ . , 

Executive Order 13045 on Protection of Children from Environmental Health Risks and batetv 
Risks directs each Federal agency to make it a high priority to identity and a-sess environmental 
health risks and safety risks that may dispropon lonatcly at feet children, and ensure that its 
policies, programs, activities, ami standards address disproportionate risks to children that result 
from environmental health or safety risks. 


Recommendations: 

• Identify :uid assess the potential safety risks or project construction to children, 
especially in areas where the project is located near homes, schools, daycare centers, 
and parks. 

• Provide mitigation measures that ensure child safety within and near the project urea 
I-or example, crossing guards could be provided in areas where construction activities 
arc located near schools, parks, and daycare centers. 

• Establish track tialt'ie rouics away from schools, daycares, and 

location with the least impact if those areas are unavoidable. Notify nearby residences 
and schools of construction periods and tlic expected amount of heavy truck traffic. 

8.3 Clarification of Study Area for Merced to Fresno 

Depending on the definition of study area, the number ot schools impacted by the project varies, 
l or example, the number of schools listed in Table 3.12 5 (Facilities within the Study Area) 
differs from the number of schools listed in Table 3.10 6 (Summary of Significant Hazardous 
Materials and Wastes Impacts and Mitigation Measures) 
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Recommendations: 

• Clarify why ihc number of schools identified in Tabic 3.12-5 differs from i able 3.10- 

6 . 

• Define the study area (or buffer zone) in the notes of Tables 3.12-5 and 3.10 6. 

8.411 Mb' Impacts on Children ’s Health for Merced to Fresno 
Page 3.3-68 indicates that three of the five potential HMF sites would have potentially 
significant impacts to sensitive icceptois for cancer risk and respiratory hazard risk (cancer risk 
estimates exceed 10 in a million). Likewise, page 3.3-68 implies that three of the HMF sites 
would have a Respiratory llazatd Index greater than 1.0 but docs not explicitly state the Hazard 
Index for those sites 

Recommendations: 

• Consider significant impacts to sensitive receptors in selection of the I IMF site 

• Include the estimated cancer nsk and the Respiratory Hazard Index it otic of the three 
sites where cancer risk exceed 10 in a million is chosen as the preferred alternative 

0.1 NVIROXMUNTAl. HISUn AM) COMM! MTV IMPACTS 
The |ij94 Executive Order (HO) I289K on Environmental Justice addresses disproportionate and 
adverse imparts ol federal actions on minority and low-income populations In August of Hus 
year, several fedeial agencies, including the U S. Department of 1 ninsportalion and EPA. 
finalized a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) 2 to advance agency responsibilities under F.O 
12898. Under the MOU. f ederal agencies commit to identifying and addressing the 
disproportionately high and adverse human health or environmental elfccts of its programs, 
policies and activities on minority populations and low-income populations in a number ol key 
areas including NliPA implementation, implementation ol Title VI ot the ( ml Rights Act. and 
impacts from climate change. EPA urges FRA, as the lead agency under NKPA. to review and 
apply the MOU in its FEIS development. 

EPA acknowledges the el torts ol FRA and CHSRA to analyze impacts to environmental justice 
communities, fable 3.12-17 in M-F DEIS and fable 3.12-15 in the F-B DEIS present a summary 
ol environmental justice impacts Ihc analysis indicates that areas along proposed alignments 
contain higher percentages ot environmental justice communities tliun the region as a whole. The 
Merced to Fresno DEIS concludes that the majority of impacts (adverse and beneficial) would 
predominantly be borne by communities of concern in the study area; however, the impacts to 
communities of concern would not be disproportionately high or adverse. Tlie Fresno to 
Bakersfield DEIS concludes that there would be some disproportionately high and adverse 
environmental justice impacts during construction and operation 

9.1 Consistency in Methodology and Analysis 

For the Merced to Fresno section, the summary of the project’s environmental impacts ami their 
relevance to environmental justice, provided in fable 3.12-17 (Impacts Common to All 
Alternatives on Communities of Concern), indicates dial there arc no anticipated adverse air 


’ a copy ol ihc Memorandum ol tludnsunding Environmental Justice and Exccunvr Oi Jri I2HVK is available on¬ 
line it imp-ZZqM.«ovteuviro»menl«»i<«t»cehe» ? urteitfPublkMionii/ja tea«m vft i in i lV7 L> > AlBdl 
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quality and noise, impacts to communities ot concern, llic information provided in 1 able 3.3-32 
(Summary of Significant Air Quality and Global Climate Change Impacts and Mitigation 
Measures), however, indicates that significant impacts on air quality would still exist alter 
mitigation measures arc implemented. In addition, table 3 4-27 (Summary of Significant Noise 
and Vibration Impacts and Mitigation Measures) states that some neighborhoods would still have 
significant noise and vibration impacts in areas where sound barriers ate not fully ctlcctivc 

For the Fresno to Bakersfield section, although some environmental impacts to communities ol 
concern were determined not to be disproportionately high. Section 3.12 should reference the air 
quality anti noise impacts to communities living near the proposed alignment that arc discussed 
in other sections of the DEIS. Table 3.12-6 concludes that there arc no environmental justice 
impacts resulting from the project's atr quality impacts. If the atfcctcd community is composed 
of a higher minority or low income population than Ihc reference community, then 
environmental justice impacts exist. 

Recommendations: 

• Incorporate the conclusions provided in othei sections of the DEISs. such as air and 
noise tinpacts. into the EJ analysis and discuss localized impacts to community 
members who may be unable to relocate. 

• i (early idem fy the reference community us«i to complete the environmental justice 
analysis in the FEISx. 

• Clearly identify information on the timing ot construction of the project lor both 
sections, with updated information where needed due to scheduling changes. 

• Include information on cumulative impacts and their relevance to environmental 
justice in Table 3.12-17 of the Merced to Fresno FEIS. 

• j, u h* noire imparts artd severe noire imp*** to 

Merced to Fresno Tables 3.4-15 and 3.4-16 (similar to how the distances arc included 
in Table 3.4-14 of the Fresno to Bakersfield DEIS). 

9.2 Localized Impacts 

For both sections, the analysis should better evaluate the localized impacts to minority or low- 
income communities in the immediate vicinity of Ihc project that could result Irom construction 
or operation for each alternative, especially in areas where residents may be unable to relocate. 

Recommendations: 

• Identify the project alternatives lhat have ihc least impact to communities of concern, 
as well as those alternatives that have the least impact on areas already significantly 
impacted by existing air pollution, high disease rates, and other indicators ol social 
vulnerability. 

• Consider the impact of road closings on environmental justice communities and 
consider additional over- and undercrossings where significant impacts exist, 

• Commit to implementing noise mitigation desired by impacted community members. 

• Commit to considering community impacts when selecting a HMF site. 

• Review environmental justice concerns raised during the public involvement process 
to facilitate ihc identification of highest priority mitigation measures. 
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9..1 Commercial & Residential Relocation 

Both DEISs discuss the disproportionate impacts communities of concern would face as a icsull 
ot commercial and residential displacement (Merced to Fresno p.3.12-59 & Fresno to 
Bakcrslield p. 3.12-87). EPA believes additional measures are necessary to mitigate impacts. 

Recommendations: 

• Focus business relocation efforts of neighborhood-serving businesses within their 
existing neighborhoods to minimize impacts to community cohesion. In particular, 
due lo its role in die community, as discussed in the DEIS, assist the Mercado Latino 
Ttanqui.s in Bakcrslield in relocating to a location where the community U serves can 
access it. 

• Commit to replacement housing options to allow residents to remain in their 
communities if desired, including rehabilitation of existing housing or construction of 
new housing in those communities when no replacement housing tot displaced 
residents appears to be available (such as in Fairmcad am! LeGrand). 

• Offer relocation assistance to residents found to be living in motels 

• Revise Table 3.12-16 in die Merced to Frcsnu FHIS or add an additional table so that 
residential and business displacements arc provided "by community” and then totaled 
for each alternative, following the example of Table 3.12-9 from the Fresno to 
Bakcrslield DEIS. 

• include a discussion in the Merced to Fresno FEB ol commercial and residential 
relocations and related socioeconomic impacts by community, following lire example 
of Section 3.12 of the Fresno to Bakersfield DEIS. 

• Commit to conducting community workshops in all significantly affected areas to 
obtain input and identify mitigation measures for residents whose property would not 
be taken, but whose community would be substantially altered by construction of 
HSR facilities, including loss of neighbors, following the example of commitments 
made for the areas northeast of Hanford and Corcoran on page 3.12-83 of the Fresno 
lo Bakersfield DEIS. 

9.4 Economic Development 

Both DEISs state that the project would create jolts, and that these jobs would not benct it local 
minority and low-incomc populations more than the general population without the development 
of specialized programs and training (Merced lo Fresno p. 3.12-64 Ar Fresno to Bakersfield p 
3.12-82). Mitigation measures in both DEISs include recruitment, training, and job set-aside 
programs to ensure dial study area low-incomc and minority populations benefit from the jobs 
created by the project. It is unclear, however, if these programs are still under consideration or if 
FRA and CHSRA have committed to implementation. LPA suggests that such programs and 
training are a critical component of fairly compensating affected communities of concern. 

Recommendation: 

• Commit to developing special recruitment, training, and job set-aside programs tor 
environmental justice communities impacted by the project, as discussed in the 
DEISs. 
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9.5 Meaningful Public Involvement during Relocation and Construction 

Chapter 7 of the DEISs discusses public and agency involvement. Although outreach activities, 
including public meetings, have been used to inform the public of the project and its potential 
impacts on their communities, it is unclear how public feedback w as responded to and taken into 
consideration during lire decision-making process. It is also unclear how public concerns raised 
during the relocation process and construction period will be addresser!. 

Recommendations: 

• Provide more information in the Fl-.ISs on community concerns raised during the 
public involvement process and how concerns were responded to (i.c.. Comment and 
Response Summary). 

• Include a community involvement section in tire Construction Mitigation Plan with a 
phone number for people to call with concerns in English or Spanish. 

• Provide more information in the FEISs about the mitigation relocation plan, how the 
public will be involved, how the plan will he implemented, and who community 
members can contact for more information in English and Spanish 

• Include specific measures to continue outreach to communities of concern. 

9.6 Communities Considered in Analysis 

Communities in station areas and non station areas located near the corridor all have the 
potential to be heavily impacted by the HSR project It is necessary for FRA and CHSRA to 
assess impacts to all communities within a reasonable distance front the corridor. In the Merced 
to Fresno DEIS, it is unclear whether smaller towns along the proposed alignments were left out 
of the assessment, or if they were fully incorporated into the assessment of larger urban cities. It 
is also unclear if local policies for smaller incorporated areas arc not discussed because they do 
not exist or because they were overlooked. 

Recommendations: 

• Revise the Merced to Fresno DEIS so that all communities within the IISR study area 
arc explicitly addressed, including smaller communities such as Athlonc. MintUfli. 
Fairmcad, l.c Grand, and Madera Acres. 

• Explain whether the same study area parameters were used in both DEISs to assess 
community resources and revise analysis if needed It appears the Merced to Fresno 
DEIS considers community resources within 0.25 mile front the track, while the study 
area for Fresno to Bakersfield extends 0.5 mile from the track. 

10. NOISE & VIBRATION 

10.1 Operational Impacts from II Mis 

'Ihc assessment of noise impacts from HMF operations is not consistent between DEISs (p. 3.4- 
39 of Merced to Fresno and Fresno to Bakersfield DEISs). Tire Fresno to Bakcrslield DEIS states 
that sensitive receptors within 900 ft of each proposed HMF site could have severe impacts 
according to FRA criteria, and sensitive receptors within 900 feet are quantified in Table 3.4-11. 
Ihc Fresno to Bakersfield DEIS concludes. "Each HMF has residences within the WO loot 
contour line and tlterclore all H.MFs have substantial effects under NLPA." The Merced to 
Fresno DEIS uses a different methodology to assess operational noise from HMFs and concludes 
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tliat noise impacts would he “sigpificanr for Castle Commerce Center I IMP and no impacts 
would occur for other IIM I- alternatives. 

Recommendations: 

• Revise the DEISs so that analysis, methodology, assumptions, and conclusions arc 
consistently applied throughout the system. For example, revise Merced to Ftesno 
conclusions regarding I IMF operational noise impacts following the methodology 
discussed in Fresno to Bakersfield DEIS p. 3.4-39 

• identify sensitive receptors within WO feet of cadi HMF in the Merced to Fresno 
section. Use the Fresno to Bakersfield DEIS table 3.4-11 as an example 

• Add measures to mitigate I IMF operational noise from the Fresno to Bakersfield 
DEIS (round on p. 3.4-57 and 3.4-58) to the Merced to Fresno THIS All but one of 
these measures is included in Merced to Fresno Appendix 3.4-A and should also be 
included in the FF.IS document. 

10.2 Potential 1 Aleutians of Koine Harriers 

Both Merced to Fresno and Fiesuo to Bakersfield DEISs provide maps which illustrate potential 
locations of noise barriers. IXtails on potential location, height, length. mid receptors affected, 
however, are only provided in the Fresno to Bakersfield DEIS. This level of mfontiauim is 
necessary in order for residents to be aware of local impacts and may influence public decisions 
tin whether to become involved in local planning ct torts 

Recommendations: 

• Include a table in Ute Merced to Fresno PEIS describing noise barriers with data on 
potential location, height, length, number of people benefited anti number of people 
adversely aBcttcd. Use the Fresno to Bukerslield DEIS T able 3.4 23 as an example. 

10J Analysis of Traffic Noise 

Traffic on streets near IISR stations is expected to increase as a result of the project. Ibis could 
potentially contribute to increased noise levels near the station and near arterial roadways that 
feed cars in to the station area. Both DEISs state, "...any changes in tratlic near the stations 
would provide only a minor contribution to the project noise at stations" (Merced io Fresno and 
Fresno to Bakers! icId-E and F-B p. 3.4-15) 

Recommendations: 

• Reference the specific study that supports FR A and CHSRA's conclusions regarding 
project impacts on traflic noise levels. In addition, add key summary points from the 
study to the discussion on tralftc noise found on page 3 4 15 oi both documents 

10.4 Noise Implications of Track Design 

Assumptions tor die Merced to Fresno noise analysis are listed on page 3 4-13 and stale, "HSR 
was assumed to be ballast and tic with continuous welded rail, consistent wnh the FRA guidance 
manual (FRA 2005). Ballast and lie track is typically 2 to 4 dB quieter than slah track." It is 
unclear il slab track may potentially Ik- used on the ilSR project rather than ballast and tie track 
In addition, if slab track is used and slab track, is louder than ballast and tic track, it is unclear 
liuw may additional receptors could be affected ami what additional mitigation might be needed. 


Recommendations: 

• Clarify whether slab track, or other material, could potentially be used for the 
project. If slab track could poientially be used. u|klate the Merced to Fresno noise 
analysis so that it presents a more conservative estimation of noise impacts. In 
addition, quantify and discuss locations of receptors that would be affected by noise 
if slab track is selected. Any increases to mitigation that would be needed relative to 
the ballast track scenario should also lie included. 

• Indicate whcthcr the Fresno to Bakersfield DEIS noise analysis assumed ballast and 
tie or slah track in the noise analysis. If the Fresno lo Bakersfield DEIS assumed 
ballast and tic, the bullet point above would apply to both DF.ISs, 

10.5 Vibration Mitigation Measures 

11k Merced to Fresno DF.IS concludes dial vibration impacts from operations arc projected to he 
substantial for one alternative, and mitigation might not be feasible. The Fresno to Bakersfield 
DEIS concludes that vibration impacts from operations arc expected to remu-n substantial tor all 
alternatives even with mitigation Both DF.ISs identify and describe measures to mitigate 
vibration impacts. 

While both DEISs include "special track support systems" as a mitigation measure, neither 
document reters speed icatly io use ol tire derived aggregate l IDA). I DA can ael as an energy 
absorbing layer below tracks. IDA can be tar more cost effective than traditkm.il materials, such 
as rubber mats, special track fasteners, or floating slab track beds Use ot TDA also creates 
substantial environmental benefits because California is challenged with managing more than 40 
million newly generated reusable and waste tires each year in addition to tires remaining in 
Stockpiles, which can pose health risks if not disposed or properly or reused. 

Recommendations: 

• Include "Operational Changes" as a measure lo mitigate vibration impacts in Table 
3.2-26 ot the Merced to Fresno DEIS, following the example of Table 3.4-27 in tlie 
Fresno to Bakersfield DEIS. 

■ Update the list of vibration mitigation measures ir. both documents to include use 
I DA comprised of recycled tires. Kcter to the California Department of Resources 
Recycling and Recovery website for mote information. 

10.6 Analysis of Cumulative Noise Impacts 

Both DEISs discuss cumulative noise impacts in Section 3.19. Screening distances, however, 
appear lo be inconsistent between the two documents. The Merced to Fresno DF.IS states tliai a 
screening distance of up lo 1.300 feet is used to analyze cumulative noise impacts. The Fresno to 
Bakersfield DF.IS states that a screening area of 7,500 feet on cither side of the centerline of the 
HSI alternatives was used, and the area was selected because die HSR could increase noise 
within that area EPA is concerned that potential noise impacts were not disclosed and mitigated 
for in the Merced to Fresno project area. 

Recommendations: 

• Consider whether the screening area utilized in the Merced lo Fresno DEIS should 
be revised in order to provide a consistent assessment of the IlSR noise impacts 
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throughout the Ccntial Valley. Revise the analysis to capture the full extent of 
potential cumulative impacts ai«l commit to noise analysis methodology that can be 
applied to future segments of high speed rad, If differing screening area distances 
arc used, provide supporting information to justify the different methodology 
applied. 

n ._Sl STAINABII.H Y PARTNERSHIP. POLICIES,, AM) PRACTICES 

II. I Sustainability MOV 

In September 2011 IRA and CHSRA signed the Memorandum of Understanding for Achieving 
on Environmentally Sustainable High speed Train System m California (Sustainability MOU) 
with EPA and other federal and state partners, committing to collaborativcly promotes 
environmental sustainability of the HSR project. Focus aicas include: (1) Livable. Sustainable 
Communities. (2) Material Selection, Design and Construction. (3) Renewable Energv and 
Energy Efficiency, (4) Water Resources Management. (5) Systemwide Sustainability Policy 
(hl tp://www.cahidispeedrail.ca.Eov/sustainahiluvnartner?. aspx V EPA commends FRA ami 
( I Ink \ Ini u-t Of Ii/.iif tl-m:igh the MOl tils' Mtd 10 "plan, site, design, const met. operate, 
and maintain a 11ST System in California using environmentally preferable practices >u order to 
protect the health of California’s residents, preserve Calif ornia’s natural resources. a:i<l minimize 
air and water pollution, energy usage, and other environmental impacts.” 

Recommendations: 

• Include a copy ot the Sustainability MOU in the FE1S and reference it iliioughout 
the document where applicable. 

• Commit to continuing to work with die HUD-DOT EPA Partnership foi Sustainable 
Communities and the California Strategic Growth Council under the Sustainability 
MOU throughout the design and construction of the HSR system. 

• Include a discussion in the FEISs on the sj>cciific steps FRA and CHSRA ate taking 
to incorporate each of the following policies, publications, and programs into 
development of the HSR project. Include details on outreach to communities and 
feedback received: 

O IRA publication. Station Area Planning for High-Speed and Intercity 

Passenger Kail (June 2011), as a guide lor state transportation departments 
and local and regional jurisdictions; 

(http://www.fta. Uot.ROv/dnwntoads/ FRA Station Area Plannmc June 20 
11 c.pdf ). 

o Wotk plans developed as a result of Station Area Planning Funding 
Program (Match 2011); 

lit(p://ww\\ .cahiEhspecdrail.ca.gov/pi statioinircaplanniiig.aspx l. 

o CHSRA publication. Urban Design Guidelines (March 2011). developed to 
assist cities and communities with station area visioning 

O CHSRA publication. Station Area Development Guidelines (February 
2011), developed to establish principles foi promoting sustainable 
development 

( lmu-//www. c alugJi s pccdrail ca.gov/ hig liMiccdtrain stationdev policicsa sp 

x). 


o CHSRA Board 100^ Renewable Energy goal (September 2008) 
(hltp://www.cahighspccdijiil.ca.gov/eii crgv policy go al aspx). 

Commit to implementing an Environmental Management System (EMSJ to assess 
and impiovc environmental performance througliout ihc life of the project. 
Guidance on EMS development and implementation is available at 

..••I MS/ EPA ah.> it.. I l:ISs commit to 

obtaining ISO 14000 certification. 

Commit to incorporating specific language on preferred qualifications and 
practices in Request for Qualifications and Request for Proposals to help ensure 
that contractors have the necessary expertise and develop appropriate proposals to 
design, construct, and operate the HSR system in a sustainable manner, in line 
with CHSRA’s stated goals. 

As discussed in the Energy Section below, describe FRA and CHSRA’s 
partnership with National Renewable Energy Laboratory and EPA to develop a 
Strategic Energy Plan to reduce energy use and meet energy needs with renewable 
resources. 


11.2 Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design (LEBD)for HSR facilities 
IRA and Cl ISRA have the opportunity to reduce environmental impacts and promote public- 
health by incorporating green building strategies into the HSR system, including trackway, 
stations, maintenance yards, and oilier support facilities. Such strategics facilitate lone term 
savings in cost, energy, and water usage, among other large-scale benefits such as improved 
indoor air quality. 

Ihe DEISs state that ”HSR project buildings would conform to U.S. Green Building Council 
leadership in hiictgy and Environmental Design (i.c„ LEED) rating standards tor 
environmentally sustainable new construction HSR facilities, including HSR stations and the 
llMF, would lie certified at die Silver Level" (Merced to Fresno p. 3.6-4S and Fresno to 
Bakersfield p. 3.6-64). While EPA commends FRA and CHSRA’s commitment to 1 ELD, we 
believe the HSR project could be improved by achieving a higher standard for green building. 

Recommendations: 

• Commit to achieving LEED certification at the Platinum Level for HSR facilities, 
including stations and maintenance facilities. At a minimum, EPA strongly 
encourages FRA and CHSRA to commit to analyzing die strengths and feasibility of 
obtaining LEED certification at the Platinum l evel for HSR facilities, including 
stations and maintenance facilities. IRA and CHSRA should work with EPA and 
other partners under the HST Sustainability MOU to fully identify benefits and 
address potential challenges of obtaining Platinum Level certification 

• Provide specific topic areas to focus green building strategies, such as onsite 
renewable energy, optimized energy performance, materials reuse, and indoor ait 
quality. 

IIJ California Green Building Standards 

lhc California Building Standards Commission (CBSC) administers California's building codes 
and is responsible for adopting, approving, publishing, and implementing codes and standards 
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CBSC oversees the implementation of 2010 California Green Building Standards (CALGrecn) 
Code, effective January 1.2011, which sets standards for all new structures to minimize tire 
State s overall carbon output. California requires new buildings to minimize water consumption, 
employ building commissioning to increase building system efficiencies, duett construction 
waste Irom landfills, and install low pollutant emitting finish materials 

Recommendations: 

• Add to the list of applicable Laws. Regulations, ami Orders in Section 3.6. Public 
Utilities and Energy, so that it includes 2010 California Green Building Standards 
l ode. Calilomia Code of Regulations. Title 24. Part II I he Pail 11 mandatory 
green building standards lor nonrcsidcntial buildings arc adopted by the Caldoima 
Building Standards Commission under the authority of Section 18930.5 ol Health 
and Safety Code, Division 13. Part 2 5. known as the California Building Standards 
Law. Information is available at httnV/www.hsc.ca.tmv/def aul i lit m 

• Commit to exceeding CAl.Grccn standards m priority areas by meeting "optional” 
standards, including: pollutant control, indoor air quality, renewable energy, energy 
ami water conservation, low impact development, ami designated parking for l id 
cfiiciciU/elcvtiic vehicles. 

/ l.-J Sm '•tamable Design Jor Unique Kail Infrastructure 

LE1-.D for new construction focuses on traditional buildings (commercial, institutional, 
nmlulamily, etc.) and is applicable to many ol the facilities that will make up the HSR system 
The IISR system, however, will also have unique rail infrastructure that falls outside the scope of 
traditional buildings covered by LEED. 

Recommendations: 

• Commit to considering best practices listed in the American Public Transportation 
Association March 2011 Transit Sustainability Guidelines and adopting relevant 
recommendations. Guidelines address unique opportunities for green building and 
overall sustainability in the transit industry. Guidelines arc available at 
htlpj/ Avww apta.co w/rcsourycsifrolto p icK/ sastainabilnv/Docu mcnts/l ransn .Sustnin:i 
!, 'l'.tJlGuidelmes_APTA_Fm.il jnlt Mine 

case studies are available in the Transit Sustainability Practice Compendium, 
available at 

h Up://www .apta.c om/rcsourec s/hottopie> /suxiainabi liiv/r)o cuincnt.s/Tian .sit- 
Sustainabili ty-Pr actic e-Comp en dium pdf . 

11.5 Promoting Green Building in Station Areas 

Section 3.13. Station Planning, I and Use, and Development, discusses ERA and CIISRA 
commitments to work with local governments in station areas to promote TOD near stations. 

HSR stations arc expected to change development patterns ami induce new development. New 
development will have environmental impacts, which can be miniiui/cd by ineoiporatmg green 
bu ilding practices. In addition, community benefits can be maximized fiom incorporating natural 
elements and community oriented components. 


Recommendations: 

• Commit 10 providing infotmation on great huildii g practices when working with 
local jurisdictions on station area development. In addition, encouraging third party 
certification (such as L.EED for Homes and Build it Green) ami goals to exceed 
CALGrecn requirements by meeting “optional" standards. 

• Commit to provide technical assistance for green building in station areas. 
Incorporate into FRA and CHSRA's ongoing grant program to support station-area 
development. 

• Encourage and assist local jurisdictions in designing Cot adaptability and r eus e m 
station areas to increase flexibility to meet future community needs. This is 
especially critical for any parking features which may become unnecessary after 
transit connectivity is developed. For guidance, see Public Architecture, Design for 
Reuse Printer. hi|p ://www.pu bticarchiiecHire. ori!/reiise/ . and Lifecycle Building 
Challenge Resources, httpif/w ww.iifccvcic buildi ng.org/rcso urces.jihp. 

• Commit to working with u.,; niu-Jam' <■ :<>«.bt..iu i i i.dmx fortification tor 
station areas. LEED-ND certification provides independent, third party verification 
that a building or neighborhood development project is located ami designed to meet 
high levels of environmentally responsible, sustainable development. 

11.6 Industrial Materials Management 

1PA commends FRA and CIISRA s intent to use recycled materials for project construction 
(Merced to Fresno and Fresno to Bakersfield p. 2-97) We recognize, however, dial the DEIS* do 
not identify specific best practices to be adopted, l ire derived aggregate ( I DA) is one of several 
recycled materials that could be incorporated into the project. As discussed in our comments 
above in the Noise Section, use of TIM could lower project costs and energy footprint by 
reducing the need for mined resources, has free draining characteristics that help solve 
engineering problems, and can mitigate vibration noise. Several other examples of use of 
recycled materials can also potentially lower project costs and have been used m other major 
infrastructure projects, such as the new Last Span of the San Francisco Oak land Bay Bridge 
Karen Irwin with lire LPA Region 9 Waste Division (415 y47-4116) is available to lurtliei 
discuss the use of recycled materials as they relate to a high-speed tiam system. 

In addition, the DEISs contain a regional analysis ol GHU emissions associated with the 
construction phase ol the HSR ptoject. UHG emissions attributable to materials production (rhe 
raw acquisition, rel inmg, processing, and manufacturing of construction materials to be used in 
building the HSR infrastructure) arc not included in the DEIS emissions analysis. As a result, 
GHG emissions that would result from the project may be underestimated. The magnitude of 
emissions associated with materials production ts exemplified in a University of California Davis 
smdy. which evaluated constructing a HSR segment from San Francisco to Anaheim and 
concluded that materials production would comprise more than 80T of total C02e from the 
project.’ 


' "Lite Cycle Greenhouse Gas A.scwmcnt of infrastructure construction for CaliforniaN high-speed nil system" 
May 2011. University of California Davis. Insiiiuic of Transportation Studies. Brenda Chang and Alnsa Kendall 
liltiw/www serem-ed 11 M gun/setem x/.m UUcAiii/SI J6 to.VWI lOn rvm 
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Recommendations: 

• Identify which recycled materials would be used to replace raw materials for 
particular infrastructure components. Some options include: 

c Use recycled materials to replace carbon intensive Portland Cement in concrete as 
"supplementary cementitious material". 

o Use tire derived aggregate in lightweight embankment fill, retaining wall buckfill. 
and as underlay to rail tracks. 

o Use recycled materials in pavement applications, such as crushed recycled 
concrete, recycled asphalt pavement, and rubberized asphalt concrete. Also, in 
some circumstances, on site asphalt can be re used (e g., cold m-ptacc recycling 
or full depth reclamation). 

o Limit overdesign and use of excess concrete through admixtures and other 
techniques. 

• Include a discussion of the Gl 1G estimates of the materials production process lor 
materials that would be used in the construction of flic HSK. including but not 
limited to, Portland Cement, precast concrete, ready mix concrete, aggregate, rati, 
reinforcement liars, rail fasteners, nil pads steel poles, and conflict wire Where 
feasible, include a quantification of Gl IG emissions resulting from the production 
process. 

12. ENERGY 

flic EISs state that Cl I.SKA would purchase up to 100% renewable energy to power HSR 
operations (Merced to Freao p. 3.6-45 & Fresno to Bakersfield p. 3.6-64). It is not dear if 
CHSRA is assessing options for powering only the trains or also stations and support facilities 
MPA strongly supports ERA and CHSRA's dedication to renewable energy, which would 
eliminate emissions from powering the HSR system with electricity generated from fossil fuels, 
along with numerous other potential environmental benefits. EPA recognizes that realizing die 
goal of powering the system with 100% renewable energy will require strategic planning and 
early coordination. Wc also support partnering with BNSP and UP and short haul carriers to 
determine if electrification of the IISR could occur in coordination with electrifying freight 
movement. 

Recommendations: 

• Include a description in (he FEIS of steps taken to date to meet future renewable 
energy needs along with plans to reach the goal to power the system with 100% 
renewable energy. Include discussion of CHSRA’s partnership with National 
Renewable Energy Laboratory to create a strategic energy plan. 

• Identify if flic goal fo power the system with 100% renewable energy includes 
powering stations and heavy maintenance facilities and/or generating renewable 
energy on-sitc. 

• Include commitments to promote siting of renewable resources on contaminated and 
underutilized lands over pnstmc lands if ERA and CHSRA have a role in influencing 
w here the source of energy for powenng the trains will come from. RE Powering 
America's lainds Initiative has a mapping tool that allows users in see contaminated 
lands by location and is available at 

h ttp://www.cti a Kov/r cncwa hlccttergvl and/nwpp in g tool.htm . 


• Coordinate with local farming stakeholders reconsider linking generation ol 
renewable energy from f arming practices with the need to powet the project through 
renewable energy. Include the discussion of this potential source ol renewable energy 
in the FEIS. 

• Describe how electrification of a high-speed tram system could occur in coordination 
with efforts to electrify freight movement. Specifically, the FEIS should outline the 
steps that would need to occur, and barriers that would need lo be overcome, in outer 
to construct electrification infrastructure that could meet the needs of freight 
movement and high speed train operation. 

13. IIA/.ARIKH’S MATERIALS 

EPA understands that hazardous materials would be used in the construction, operation, and 
maintenance of the overall HSR system. The DEISs state that "operation of the HSR would 
require only minor amounts of hazardous materials” and provide a few examples of hazardous 
materials (M-Fp. 3.10-24 and FB p. 3.IO-27). A quantification and full list of hazardous 
materials to he used is not provided. Given the expansive size of the entire HSR system and the 
projected lifetime of operation, small applications ot hazardous materials will accumulate over 
time and could potentially have adverse impacts on human health and the environment. 

DEISs explain that a database search was conducted in oidci to identify sites of potential 
environmental concern near HSR alignments. Page 3.10-6 of the Merced to Fresno DEIS 
describes a buffer of 0.5 mile and page 3.10-7 of llie Fresno to Bakersfield DEIS describes a 
buffer of 1 mile from the centerline of die track. It is unclear why buffers vaiy between 
documents and if the 0.5 mile buffer is sufficient to protect human health and the environment. 

Recommendations: 

• Commit to identifying, avoiding and minimizing hazaidous materials in the material 
selection process for construction, operation, and maintenance ol the overall system, 
including stations and all support facilities. While proprictaiy inhumation may 
prevent full knowledge of potential ducats, high standards foi matcml specifications 
aud'direcl communication with manufactures can aid in promoting safety foi 
passengers and employees. Examples of chemicals to consider avoiding arc included 
in die Stale of California Environmental Protection Agency’s “Chemicals known to 
tire State to Cause Cancer or Reproductive Toxicity," available at 
hiln7/www.rK-h h a.oig/ p rop65/nron65 lis t/ Hlcs/p65siiigl c090211 .pdf. 

• Commit to systematically evaluate a full hazardous material inventory list on an 
annual basis and replace hazardous widi non-hazanlous substances to the extent 
possible. Examples of preferable products may include non-toxic cleaning solutions 
and non-petroleum based luhricatiim for switching equipment, tn addition, pesticides 
can be minimized through die use of integrated pest management, as detailed on 
EPA's website at www.cpa.eov/pcsticides . 

• Commit to not using extremely hazardous substances within 0.25 mile of a school or 
oilier sensitive receptor. (IIMW MMUI .) 

• Clarify why buffers used in the database search for sites of potential environmental 
concern vary between documents. If found to be appropnatc. conduct an additional 
database search to identity all sites that may be aftected by die project. 
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1 4. i.i.i t i komaonkik hki.i>s and f».kctromac;netic imi ri i kkm i 

Section 3.5 of both DEISs asses ]>otcntial impacts Irom electromagnetic fields and 

electromagnetic interference. The scope of sensitive receptors analyzed and mitigation measures 
proposed appear to differ between documents. 

Recommendations: 

• Add medical laboratories and rcscarch/tcchmcal parks to the list ol facilities close to 
the HSR that could be affected by exposure to electromagnetic fields and interference 
on page 3.5-13 of (he Merced to Fresno DLIS (following the example of the Fresno la 
Bakersfield DEIS) or confirm that they are not present. Update die analysis as needed 
to reflect dicse additional facilities, or, if these facilities cannot be found within tin- 
study area, commit to assessing them should ihey later be identified 

• Add a Mitigation Measure identified in the Fresno to Bakersfield DEIS to the Merced 
to Fresno FEIS. "Protect sensitive equipment". If the study area between Merced and 
Fresno has been lully assessed and no sensitive equipment has been identified, 
commit to implementing tins mitigation measure if any sensitive equipment is later 
identified 
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1034-1 

As indicated in Section 3.11.6 of the EIR/EIS, fire/life safety programs (FLSPs) will be 
developed by the Authority to implement the requirements set forth in the Federal Rail 
Safety Act. FLSPs address the safety of passengers and employees during emergency 
response. The FLSPs would address the needs of disabled persons. An FLSP is 
coordinated with local emergency response organizations to provide them with an 
understanding of the rail system, facilities, and operations, and to obtain their input for 
modifications to emergency response operations and facilities, such as evacuation 
routes. 

As stated in Mitigation Measure S&S-1 in Section 3.11.7, the Authority will monitor the 
response of local fire, rescue, and emergency service providers to incidents at stations 
and the HMF and provide a fair share of cost of service. 

1034-2 

The proposed project could create adverse community impacts, socioeconomic impacts, 
and environmental impacts as discussed in the Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS. 
These effects vary greatly depending on the alternatives selected. The proposed project 
would also provide benefits such as reductions in greenhouse gas emissions and 
creation of jobs associated with construction and operation. 

The Authority used the information in the Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS and input 
from agencies and the public to identify the Preferred Alternative. The decision included 
consideration of the project purpose and need and the project objectives presented in 
Chapter 1, Project Purpose and Need, as well as the objectives and criteria in the 
alternatives analysis, and the comparative potential for environmental impacts. 

The Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS provides documentary evidence that the 
Authority and FRA are fulfilling their duties to comply with CEQA, NEPA, and EO 12989. 
Project alternatives were identified, the impacts of which were evaluated at an equal 
level of detail and fully disclosed, and input was sought and received from the public 
including groups identified as minority, low income or disadvantaged. No evidence has 
been presented contradicting the Authority’s obligation to comply with CEQA and FRA’s 
obligations to comply with NEPA and EO 12989. 
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October IS, 2012 

Fresno to Bakersfield DEIR/EIS Comments 
Attention: California High Speed Rail Authority Board Members 
770 L Street, Suite 800 
Sacramento, California 95814 


Subject: Comments Filed on the Draft Environmental Impact Report/ 
Environmental Impact Statement for the Fresno to Bakersfield Section 

of the California High Speed Rail Project 


Dear Chairman Dan Richard and the Authority Board: 

On September 22, 2012 a group of landowners, farm owners, home 
owners and concern citizens gathered in Hanford, California to discuss the 
California High Speed Rail Project, The details and analysis provided in 
the Draft Environmental Impact Report / Environmental Impact Statement 
(EIR/EIS) for the Eresno to Bakersfield section of the California High Speed 
Rail Project (Project) were discussed between attendees and the 
comments listed in this letter document the concerns and comments 
concerning the EIR/EIS and the Project. 


General Comments: 

1. What happens if the Authority continues with the project and 

completes what they believe is the proper amount of mitigation, and 
in the future landowners discover some long-term impacts that were 
not realized during the initial DEIR/EIS phase? Where will 
landowners go to seek compensation, or help after the right-of-way 
and mitigation phases are complete? This is critical given that the 
Authority only has progressed to 15% design phase and will discover 
other impacts during the remainder of the design phases. Example: 
The Authority has failed to meet with any landowners concerning 
infrastructure that is located underground. As the Authority 
determines more infrastructure they must replace, the cost of the 
project will escalate. At the current time the Authority does not have 


1035-1 


1035-2 


1035-3 


1035-4 

1035-5 


enough money to complete the full project and it is speculative how 
much their funding will take them in the Fresno to Bakersfield section. 
As the project progress and the costs escalate, the ability to achieve 
the full construction of the Fresno to Bakersfield section is suspect. If 
they Authority cannot complete the project as described in the 
DEIR/EIS, what is the impact of a partially constructed project? 

When and what is the Impact of not following through with mitigation 
measure? 

2. The DJER/EIS does not indicate when mitigation measures will be 
implemented. Does the implementation of the mitigation measures 
happen while construction is underway or after Given the lack of 
funds, when will mitigation measures be implemented? If all 
mitigation measures are not implemented as a part of the initial 
construction, they may not be realized in the future. There is no 
discussion in the DEIR/EIS of the feasibility implementation or 
assessment of mitigation measure when each mitigation measure is 
discussed. CEQA requires the EIR portion of this document to adopt 
mitigation measures, however a discussion of their implementation 
and timeline should be included for the public and decision maker to 
appropriately determine the validity and ability of a mitigation 
measure to properly address an impact. 

3. Need to seek an escrow account to address concerns not accounted 
for in the DEIR/EIS. There will be significant missteps and 
overlooked impacts, and the Authority will need a substantiat fund to 
ensure they have the money to cover those impacts Members 
present believe that the State of California should establish a safety 
fund for landowners in the event that future damages are discovered 
during or after construction of the Project. 

4. Unforeseen circumstances during construction or long-term operation 
of the train should be addressed. 

5. The Project and its alignment creates numerous stranded parcels or 
small remainder parcels that are not conducive to farming. How does 
the DEIR/EIS address parcels that can no longer be access and are 
restricted by the alignment? Also, some of the remainder parcels will 
not be able to be farmed and the DEIR/E IS does not address how 
they will address the environmental concerns from unfarmed, 
unimproved and abandoned parcels. There is no recognition or 
mitigation measure for abandoned parcels. If these parcels are left 
unattended they will have a potential to introduce pests and noxious 
weeds to adjacent parcels. 
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1035-9 

1035-10 

1035-11 


1035-12 


1035-13 


3.2 Transportation 

6. Either the East or West alignments will impact suppliers which will 
have to drive further to get to locations. There will be increased costs 
and wear and tear on equipment The cost of this will be hard to 
determine given they donl know exactly how far they will have to 
drive around. 

7. During construction there will be a significant amount of large 
equipment and trucks that will add an unusually large amount of wear 
and tear on County and limited City streets and roads. Who will pay 
for the increased operation and maintenance of the roadways due to 
this increased wear and tear? Increased costs to local jurisdictions 
will only dilute the ability of local forces to meet already significant 
issues. 

3 On the East and West alignment what provisions will be in place to 
keep overpasses clean and maintained? The DEIR/EIS does not 
address the weed and pest abatement within these transportation 
zones. The presence of a large mounded structure with weeds can 
become an environmental concern if they harbor noxious pests and 
weeds. Also aesthetically the dozens of overpass structures will 
introduce a visual blemish if they are not properly operated and 
maintained. The DEIR/EIS does not address the ability to operate 
and maintain the overpass structures 

9 How will large trucks be able to navigate around overpasses and the 
rail alignment? Many of these trucks carry heavy loads and have a 
significantly large turning radius. 

10. With increased traffic in the area around commercial areas how wilt 
the Authority address access to properties? 

11. While the overpass structures are being built where will the traffic go 
while they are under construction? Some traffic can be routed along 
the existing road given the new road alignments are around the 
exiting road. Other overpass structures will be located in alignment 
with existing roads and traffic must be routed around again impacts 
the adjacent farm ground, 

12. Has the Authority investigated the safety of the overpass structures 
that are placed out of alignment with existing roadways? Traffic will 
have to veer around the existing alignment as if there is a bypass. 

13. Alignment forces equipment not rated for highway and road travel 
onto regulated roads. What impact will this have on oversized 


equipment hauling and also manure waste hauling? Will the farm 
traffic that currently stays off of specific roadways for hazard reason 
be forced to meet new and high restrictions. The Alignment forces 
more farm equipment on to Highway 43,which will require farm 
equipment to be modified to meet transportation of material on 
highway standards. 


1035-14 


1035-15 


1035-16 


3.3 Air Quality 

14. The analysis should be based on a SI 2 billion investment not on a full 
build. If the Authority completes the I OS and then cannot complete 
the rest, what is the air quality impact? If the Authority never gets 
HSR service up and running what is the air quality impact? Given 
that this is a project level analysis the document cannot and should 
not rely upon a full build or the Programmatic analysis. 

15. Valley Fever should be investigated during construction and while 
under operation. Will the Authority pay for increased cases of Valley 
Fever it there is an increase during construction due to the significant 
earthmoving activities that will take place? 

16. Green House Gas emissions indicate that it would be compensated 
for within 6 months. Where is the study or analysis that proves this 
statement? 
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3.4 Noise and Vibration 

17. The DEIR/EIS has not investigated the vibration impacts on schools. 
There are no studies present to show that there are no impacts just a 
statement CEQA and NEPA require the Authority to present a 
justified argument or analysis that would support the findings stated in 
the document. 

18. Will the vibration cause enough ground shaking to knock off nuts from 
the trees prior to harvest. Certain crops can allow nuts to fall on the 
ground; however crops such as pistachios cannot fall on the ground. 

If the train causes ground vibrations large enough to knock immature 
or mature nuts to the ground there will be an impact to adjacent 
landowners. The DEIR/EIS should provide an analysis of the highest 
vibration impact associated with the HSR Project along with the 
potential to artificially knock nuts, fruit or any crop off of adjacent farm 
ground 
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1035-20 
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19. What are impacts of vibration on deepwelis and septic tanks? Will 
casings and septic tanks crack? This pertains to construction 
vibration and long-term track vibrations. The cracking of septic tanks 
and cracking of deepwater wells can lead to further groundwater 
contamination. 

20. What are the impacts of vibration on deep aquifer compaction? Will 
there be any long term compaction of soils around the tracks? 

21 What are the noise and vibration impacts of Amtrak versus HSR? If 
Amtrak will be utilized on the system, then an analysis of this sound 
and vibration source should be analyzed. 

22. What are the cumulative impacts of noise and vibration given chance 
that HSR amplify together with the freight rail system where they are 
in close proximity? 
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3.6 Public Utilities and Energy 

23. In the Ponderosa community the utilities are located under the 
alignment. What will the Authority do to move those utilities? 

24 The DEIR/EIS did not identify the new Mascot Station located along 
Grangeville Boulevard and 7 1/2 Avenue. This is a new $25 million 
power station to distribute power along the eastern edge of Hanford. 
The DEIR/EIS should provide recognition of the facility and the 
potential impacts. 

25. The DEIR/EIS does not address the Klngsnet wireless internet towers 
and the communication between different schools. Kit Carson has a 
wireless internet system that communicates with schools in Kings 
County. The alignment will be located at approximately the same 
height of the Kit Carson tower that communicates with the rest of the 
network. The DEIR/EIS should provide recognition of the internet 
facility and any impacts. 

26. How will the system accommodate the surge of power demand or will 
the demand be constant? Can the electrical system in the Central 
Valley accommodate the capacity of power and the fashion in which it 
consumes the power? Will the Authority be responsible for any 
power requirement beyond what is currently required? If there is 
excess power in the grid currently, it will significantly curtail any future 
project due to the need for more power. What is the impact of adding 
a new power requirement to the grid? With this impact future projects 
that require power? 
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Land Use 

24. As property is taken and parcels are divided will this cause a change 
in zoning? How will remnant parcels and odd shape parcels be 
zoned both by the County of Kings and potential impacts to 
Williamson act under State Law? If a commercial property is 
diminished in size, will it still be zoned commercial? The change in 
zoning can impact the future use of the property and the value. The 
DEIR/EIS does not address the future zoning of small remnant pieces 
of property created by the Project. 
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3.8 Hydrology 

25. The movement of Last Chance Ditch by 13 !h Avenue is not located on 
a section or road therefore leaving a stranded parcel that is 
approximately 50-100 feet in width along the canal. This land will 
become stranded by the alignment. State and County law restricts 
projects from creating stranded parcels. How does the DEER/EIS 
plan to handle stranded parceis? 

26. Consolidated Irrigation District has a 2 month window for 
construction. Has the Authority addressed concerns over timing? On 
a larger scale the DEIR/EIS does not apply any time analysis 
associated with construction or mitigation, Timing can determine the 
level of success or failure of a mitigation measure. In the case of 
hydrology if a feature associated with irrigation is removed or 
impacted during summer months the crop production of the area may 
be impacted. Also if an irrigation feature is moved during the winter 
months they flood potential increases for the area. The DEIR/EIS 
should include a timeline for each impact and mitigation measure to 
ensure the public and the decision make can appropriately assess an 
impact and the feasibility of a mitigation measure. 

27. If a well was put in 1927 what is the depreciated value when they 
take the well? The DEIR/EIS fails to address the destruction and 
relocation of groundwater deepwells. Landowners have been 
verbally told different stories. Some have been told it will be a part of 
the right-of-way acquisition process, while others have been told that 
the contractors working on the project will replace the wells and the 
DEIR/EIS does not discuss the topic altogether The DEIR/EIS 
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1035-31 


1035-32 


1035-331 
1035-34 

1035-35 

1035-36 1 
1035-37 

1035-381 


should also analyze how the area will abandon old wells. Abandoned 
well present one of the largest sources of groundwater contamination 
unless they are properly abandoned However, the DEIR/EIS fails to 
acknowledge or discuss the abandonment of groundwater wells. 

28. What will happen if you drill a new well and cannot find water? This 
pertains to the scenario where landowners must acquire their own 
new wells through the land acquisition process. Example: If a 
landowner is paid for a well that is 200' deep and then moves the well 
a few hundred feed and after drilling 200’ cannot find suitable 
groundwater. Given unknowns of groundwater a farmer cannot 
guaranteed that an old well can be established within the parcel. The 
DEIR/EIS does not contemplate or address the high variability in 
groundwater depths. 

29. The DEIR/EIS does not address the relocation of wells under local 
guidelines and restrictions. 

30. How will the mitigation work for diminished service with different 
wells? If you reconstruct a well and the capacity falls off who 
mitigates for the difference? For example if your existing well pulls 
approximately 500 gallons per minute and when you drill your new 
well it drops to 300 gallons per minute. 

31 They indicated that sleeves will be provided for pipelines under the 
HSR alignment. Is the pipe going to be across the complete R/W? 
Will the landowner be given complete access to the pipeline? 

32. Who holds the liability for the pipelines crossing the HSR line? 

33. If there is a major failure in a pipeline under the railroad alignment 
and the track is washed out, who will be responsible for the repair 
and the liability? 

34. What are the specification and requirement for placing any utility 
under the alignment? 


1035-39 

1035-40 


3.9 Soils and Geology 

35 Has the project accounted for compaction of soils under the track? 
Can the HSR service handle compaction and settlement? 

36. Compaction over temporary equipment storage will require the 
Authority to return the land back to its original state Where is the 
plan to show how the land is going to be reestablished back to the 
original state? The DEIR/EIS should create a reclamation plan for 
any property that will be taken during construction and returned to 
landowners at a later date. 


1035-41 


1035-42 

1035-43 


Safety 

37 Impeding access to parcels will cause an increase in the Insurance 
Services Office (ISO) level and therefore increase the cost of 
insurance to landowners. 

38. Relocation and impacts to the County fire station on Houston Avenue 
may also cause significant ISO rating changes. The DEIR/EIS does 
not account for this. 

39. There is no diesel train impact from derailment. The Amtrak train is 
not linked. There is no study, 


1035-44 


1035-45 


1035-46 


3.14 Agricultural 

40. The Farmland Consolidation Program is not well described. The 
public cannot determine from the information provided if this is a 
feasible or logical program. The DEIR/EIS should explain who will 
implement it. how the program will function, how will the transactions 
work and how will the cost of the land be established. 

41. The creation of small parcels seems to be acknowledged but not 
dealt with appropriately. The small parcels will be offered to adjacent 
landowners, however what mechanism will ensure a viable program 
of offering to neighboring landowners? Will adjacent landowners be 
forced to purchase these parcels? There can often be difficult and 
costly to incorporate small parcels into larger parcels due to the cost 
to bring water to the land How wili the sale accommodate for these 
forces and other normal market forces. What happens it that small 
parcels are typically utilized for rural housing and the Kings County is 
trying to reduce this activity. How will the price be set for the 
purchase of the land If the land is offered, but a landowner will not 
pay that amount the Authority will have to lower the price to 
incentivize the sale. This however is not allowed for public agencies 
due to the inability to offer land at a reduce price therefore violating 
gift of public fund laws 

42. When the alignment passes through Kings County it creates odd 
shaped parcels, there are often inefficiencies in odd shaped parcels. 
The DEIR/Els does not investigate or analyze the odd shape of 
parcels. 
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1035-48 


1035-49 


1035-50 


1035-51 


43. The DEIR/EIS indicates that the use of land for temporary uses will 
have a negligible impact. The DEIR/EIS does not dearly define what 
is a ‘'temporary" Impact. Also the use of land for any time period will 
be a significant impact if associated with dairy offset ground. During 
the temporary usage of the land the dairy feed supply will be reduced 
along with the inability to spread dairy wastewater on the field 
Therefore the dairy will have to reduce its milk production given a 
diary is permitted for a certain number of cows per acre of land 
available for dairy wastewater discharge. 

44. The DEIR/EIS offers what seems to be a mitigation measure to 
assign an Authority representative to act as a single point of contact 
to assist the confined animal facility during the process to obtain 
amended permits and regulatory process. This singular statement 
offers not detail or description of the duties of the individual, or any 
means to determine if this individual will have the authority or 
knowledge to successfully help the landowner. The DEIR/EIS offers 
a mitigation measure without any detail to determine its feasibility. 
Dairy operators now currently use their own representatives which 
include engineers and lawyers and the process can still upwards of 2- 
3 years and Si50,000+. The DEIR/EIS makes not clarification that 
the process or program established by the Authority will provide any 
significant benefit. 

45 In Section 3.14.4.1 the DEIR/EIS explains that dairy or confined 
animal facilities that are closed due to the project can be used for 
farming after they are dosed, therefore there is no significant impact 
to farmland. The DEIR/EiS provides no evidence, analysis or 
reclamation plan that would indicate that the land can and will be 
used for farmland after it is closed, therefore the DEIR/EIS cannot 
draw that conclusion. Often the land that is used for dairy operations 
will require a significant amount of reclamation to return to farm 
ground uses. Nothing in the DEIR/EIS would indicate that the land 
will be successfully return to farm ground. 

46 The DEIR/EIS draws conclusions from a study done by the FRA on 
freight trains that indicate that there will be no impacts from wind 
The DEIR/EIS indicates that studies will be conducted after the high- 
speed train is in operation. Under CEQA and NEPA the DEIR/EIS is 
charged with attempting to analyze and anticipate impacts and to not 
defer analysis to a later date. 

47 Section 3 14-44 indicates that the DEIR/EIS is based upon 15% plans 
and as the design develops the assessment and quantities will 


continue to be updated. The potential exists that as the project 
proceeds the impacts to farmiand and the quantities could increase 
significantly. At what threshold will the DEIR/EIS conclusion changes 
because as the project changes the impacts and the quantities of 
farmland impacts change. 


1035-52 


The landowners that developed the question discussed above were able to 
generally discuss the DEIR/EIS, however given the limited time allowed by 
the Authority to review the documents were unable formulate a complete 
and accurate analysis. The members that gathered would like to impress 
upon the Authority that without a full and complete public analysis of the 
DEIR/EIS the principles and foundation of CEQA and NEPA have been 
violated, Therefore, we ask you accept the above comments and concerns 
under the advisement that future comments may be forthcoming. 

Attendees would also like to notice the Authority that the questions above 
are significant and require the Authority to answer the questions, provide 
further analysis and corrections within the DEIR/EIS and release the 
document for another public review {160 days is recommended) prior to 
finalization of the document 


Sincerely, 


Attendees: 
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1035-1 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-SO-OI, FB-Response-AG-04. 

In the event that landowners believe that they have discovered unforeseen project- 
related impacts after right-of-way acquisition and mitigation, they may seek 
compensation from the Authority. 

An EIR project description is intended to be general, not detailed (CEQA Guidelines § 

15124[c]). Final design or even advanced design of infrastructure is not required in the 
project description (Dry Creek Citizens Coalition v. County of Tulare [1999] 70 
Cal.App.4th 20, 36). The question is whether the project description narrowed the scope 
of environmental review, or prevented full understanding of the project and its 
consequences (Ibid.). 

Abundant substantial evidence in the record demonstrates the project description was 
more than adequate for the environmental analysis of the project. The term "15% 
design" is an engineering term of art that refers to the level of engineering prepared on 
FIST project elements for the EIR. The 15% design generates detailed information, like 
the horizontal and vertical locations of track, cross sections of the infrastructure with 
measurements, precise station footprints with site configurations, and temporary 
construction staging sites and facilities. The 15% design also yields a "project footprint" 
overlaid on parcel maps, which shows the outside envelope of all disturbance, including 
both permanent infrastructure and temporary construction activity. This 15% design 
translated into a project description in the EIR with 100% of the information that is 
required under CEQA Guidelines Section 1512447 (see Dry Creek, supra, 70 
Cal.App.4th at pp. 27-36 [upholding EIR conceptual project description as inadequate 
when based on preliminary design]). 

A higher level of design is not necessary because 15% design provides enough 
information for a conservative environmental analysis. A higher level of design provides 
refinement, but does not yield more information needed for adequate CEQA review. For 
example, if a lead agency knows the location, size, and basic design of a building, it has 
enough information for environmental review. The details about whether the water 
system will use PVC or copper pipe or whether the windows will be vinyl or wood are not 
necessary for assessing the impacts of building construction. Further, it is common 


1035-1 

practice with larger transportation infrastructure projects to prepare 
environmental analysis before completion of the final design. 

Impacts to irrigation systems, resulting curative work, and/or potential ramifications will 
be addressed during the appraisal process, with consultation from experts in the fields of 
hydraulic engineering and agricultural management. The timing of any restorative work 
or reconfigurations will be addressed at the acquisition stage and documented in the 
right-of-way contract. 

The impacts of project construction are described in Chapter 3 of the EIR/EIS. These 
impacts would be the same whether the project was completed or not. 

The Authority will implement all mitigation measures through its contracts with the 
design-build contractor and will monitor construction to ensure that the mitigation 
measures are carried out. 

1035-2 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-01. 

All mitigation for property impacts (e.g., relocation assistance, compensation or remedy 
of property impacts) will take place during right-of-way acquisition, which must 
occur before construction. Many other mitigation measures (e.g., compensatory 
mitigation for biological impacts) must also be implemented before initiation of 
construction. 

Where findings have been made relative to significant impacts in accordance with 
Section 15091 (1 )(a) of the CEQA Guidelines, Section 15097 of the Guidelines requires 
the Authority to prepare and implement a Mitigation Monitoring and Enforcement Plan in 
conjunction with project approval. This plan is implemented to ensure that the mitigation 
measures identified in the EIR are implemented. The Authority may delegate reporting 
or monitoring responsibilities to another public agency or to a private entity that accepts 
the delegation; however, until mitigation measures have been completed the lead 
agency remains responsible for ensuring that implementation of the mitigation measures 
occurs in accordance with the program. 
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1035-3 

The EIR/EIS identifies project impacts and mitigation measures. The Authority does not 
plan to establish an escrow account to address unidentified, future potential impacts. 

1035-4 

Addressing unforeseen circumstances would be purely speculative and inappropriate for 
an EIR/EIS. 

1035-5 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-AG-03. 

The Authority has committed to implement a Farmland Consolidation Program as part of 
the FIST project design features (see Section 3.14.6), to sell remnant parcels to 
neighboring landowners for consolidation with adjacent farmland properties. In addition, 
on request, the program will assist the owners of remnant parcels in selling those 
remnants to adjacent landowners. (Authority, Resolution 12-20 and attachments, May 3, 
2012.) The program will also assist landowners in obtaining lot line adjustments where 
appropriate to incorporate remnant parcels into a larger parcel that is consistent with 
size requirements under the local government's general plan. The program will operate 
for no less than 5 years after construction of the Fresno to Bakersfield Section is 
completed. This will reduce the number of remainder parcels that are removed from 
agricultural use. 

In April 2013, the Authority reached an agreement with agricultural interests on 
mitigation of agricultural land impacts for the Merced to Fresno Section of the FIST 
System (Authority 2013). Under that agreement, the Authority will acquire agricultural 
conservation easements for its impact on Important Farmland (i.e., land classified as 
prime farmland, farmland of statewide importance, farmland of local importance, and 
unique farmland) at the following ratios: 

• Important Farmland converted to nonagricultural uses either by direct commitment of 
the land to project facilities or by the creation of remnant parcels that cannot be 
economically farmed will be mitigated at a ratio of 1:1. 

• Where HST project facilities would create a remnant parcel of 20 acres or less in size, 
the acreage of that remnant parcel will be mitigated at a ratio of 1:1. 


1035-5 

• An area 25 feet wide bordering Important Farmland converted to nonagricultural uses 
by project facilities (not counting remnant parcels) will be mitigated at a ratio of 0.5:1. 

The Authority would maintain all HST facilities, including the right-of-way and fence, and 
provide appropriate weed and pest control. Maintenance activities are described in 
Chapter 2, Section 2.6, Operations and Service Plan of the Revised DEIR/Supplemental 
DEIS. Section 2.2.8, Maintenance Facilities, describes the different maintenance 
facilities and activities that would be in place to ensure continued maintenance of the 
tracks, right-of-way, and train sets. The Authority would not be responsible for 
maintaining lands outside of the project footprint. That would remain the responsibility of 
adjoining property owners. 

1035-6 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-TR-02. 

1035-7 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-TR-01. 

1035-8 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-AVR-03. 

Maintenance of highways is the responsibility of Caltrans, and for local roads the 
appropriate jurisdiction (County or City) within their respective rights-of-way. 

The Authority would maintain all HST facilities, including the right-of-way and fence, and 
provide appropriate weed and pest control. Maintenance activities are described 
in Chapter 2, Section 2.6, Operations and Service Plan of the Revised 
DEIR/Supplemental DEIS. The Authority would not be responsible for maintaining 
lands outside of the project footprint. 

Section 3.16 Aesthetics and Visual Resources, Table 3.16-2 of the Revised 
DEIR/Supplemental DEIS has been revised to address graffiti and blight. In addition, 
mitigation measures for operations have been revised to state: “Any graffiti or visual 
defacement or damage of fencing and walls will be painted over or repaired within 5 
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1035-8 

business days after notification. In addition, a process for notification of local law 
enforcement will be implemented.” 

Mitigation Measure AVR-MM#2f addresses numerous measures to be implemented to 
keep overpasses attractive and maintained. As stated in that measure, landscaping will 
be continuously maintained, and irrigation installed if needed. Invasive plant species will 
not be planted. 

1035-9 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-S&S-OI. 

New facilities constructed for the project must meet design standards that include 
passage of trucks. 

1035-10 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-TR-02, FB-Response-AG-02. 

1035-11 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-TR-01. 

1035-12 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-S&S-OI. 

1035-13 

FISR policy is to provide roadway overpasses approximately every 2 miles, resulting in 
no more than 1 mile of out-of-direction travel for vehicles to cross the HST tracks. In 
most locations in the Fresno to Bakersfield Section, roadway overpasses would be 
provided more frequently, approximately every mile or less, because of the existing 
roadway infrastructure. Consequently, out-of-direction travel would be limited to 
approximately 1 mile in nearly all locations in the project area. Section 3.11.6 of the 
Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS explains that the project design would include 
coordination with emergency responders to incorporate roadway modifications that 
maintain existing traffic patterns and fulfill response route needs, resulting in negligible 


1035-13 

effects on response times by service providers. Section 3.11.5, Safety and Security 
Environmental Consequences, of the Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS provides 
additional detail regarding emergency response time during FIST operations. 

1035-14 

This comment assumes a rule that a lead agency must define its project based on 
available funding. CEQA includes no such rule, and courts cannot impose procedural or 
substantive requirements beyond those explicitly stated in the statute or guidelines (Pub. 
Res. Code §21083.1). Such a rule would force lead agencies to re-define their projects 
every time funding changes, a result in direct conflict with the "rule of reason" that 
governs EIRs (Laurel Heights Improvement Assn. v. UC Regents (1988) 47 Cal .3d 376, 
406-407). 

Please see the Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS, Volume 1, Section 3.3, Air Quality 
and Global Climate Change, for a discussion of air quality impacts versus the no-build 
impacts. If the Authority only completes the Initial Construction Segment, there will be no 
operational air impacts associated with the track unless alternative uses of the track 
occurs such as the use of Amtrak trains. The air quality impacts associated with the use 
of Amtrak trains on the Initial Construction Segment is discussed in FB Master 
Response 13. 


The construction emissions associated with the Initial Construction Segment are 
handled by AQ-MM#4 and will offset the criteria pollutants in the year that emissions 
occur. The mitigation measure AQ-MM#4: Offset Project Construction Emissions 
through an SJVAPCD VERA provides that the Authority and SJVAPCD will enter into a 
contractual agreement to mitigate by offsetting to net zero the project's actual emissions 
by providing funds for the district's Emission Reduction Incentive Program. These funds 
will be provided at the beginning of the construction phase. Therefore, mitigation/offsets 
shall occur in the year of impact or as otherwise permitted by 40 CFR Part 93 Section 
93.163. There will be no long-term delay in achieving the net zero emission reductions 
through the construction offset agreement. 
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1035-14 


The greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions associated with the Initial Construction Segment 
construction will not be offset by the reduction in operation if the project does not 
become fully operational. However, the mitigation measure AQ-MM#4, will partially 
reduce GHG emissions along with some of the criteria emissions. Therefore, some of 
the GHG emissions will be offset even if the full project does not become operational. 

1035-15 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-AQ-01. 

Although valley fever fungi are commonly found in the soil in the Central Valley and 
can be stirred into the air by anything that disrupts the soil, the potential for the 
operational HST to generate dust through induced air flow is low. Therefore, the impacts 
from valley fever during operations will be less than significant. In addition, the dust 
minimization measures listed in Section 3.3.8 of the Final EIR/EIS will further reduce 
fugitive dust emissions to a less-than-significant impact. Valley fever spores would be 
released when the soil is disturbed; however, due to the minimization measures, fugitive 
dust disturbance during construction will be minimal. Therefore, impacts from valley 
fever spores would be less than significant. 

Because the dust disturbance would be minimal with proposed mitigation measures, 
current hospital and health care centers would not be burdened with an increase in 
valley fever patients. 

1035-16 

The greenhouse gas (GHG) payback analysis is provided in Table 7.9-9, 7.9-10, and 
7.10-5 of the Air Quality Technical Report (Authority and FRA 2012f). The analysis in 
these tables shows that in less than 6 months of HST operations, the GHG emissions 
during construction will be offset by the reduction in GHG emissions during operations. 

1035-17 

Section 6.3 of the Fresno to Bakersfield Section: Noise and Vibration Technical Report 
(Authority and FRA 2012) 


1035-17 

describes how transfer mobility testing was conducted at 18 locations in order to 
calculate the fall-off rate for vibration levels. These fall-off rates were then used to 
calculate the distances to the vibration level contours for different types of land use. 
Table 6-44 of the Fresno to Bakersfield Section: Noise and Vibration Technical Report 
lists the distances to the vibration level contours. The data included in Tables 6-45 
through 6-51 show no impacts to any schools along any of the project alignments or 
alternatives. 

1035-18 

Although the vibration levels generated by the train may be perceptible near trees, the 
vibration levels are not expected to be at a high enough intensity level to cause nuts to 
fall from trees. Additionally, nut trees will not be impacted from vibration from HST 
alignments that are not along the BNSF ROW as the HST will not be in a close enough 
proximity to the nut trees. The increase of the number of travel times along the HST 
corridor will not increase the vibration levels high enough to shake nuts off of trees 
outside the HST ROW. Please refer to Section 6.3 of the Fresno to Bakersfield Noise 
and Vibration HST Technical Report as to how vibration levels were calculated and 
distances to vibration level contours. 

1035-19 

Wells currently located adjacent to the existing BNSF tracks are subject to vibration 
levels substantially higher than the vibration levels that would be generated by HST 
operations. If the wells are not currently experiencing any of these problems under 
existing conditions, they would not be expected to experience these problems with the 
addition of HST operations. Additionally, vibration levels from the HST alignments that 
are not along the BNSF ROW are not expected to generate high enough vibration levels 
to effect deep wells and septic tanks. This is because vibration levels outside the HST 
ROW not expected to be of a high enough intensity to cause any damage. Furthermore, 
increases in the number of travel times along the Fresno to Bakersfield Corridor will not 
increase the vibration intensity levels high enough to damage deep wheels or septic 
tanks outside the HST ROW. Please refer to Section 6.3 of the Fresno to Bakersfield 
Noise and Vibration HST Technical Report as to how vibration levels were calculated 
and distances to vibration level contours. 
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1035-20 

Deep aquifers currently located adjacent to the existing BNSF tracks are subject to 
vibration levels substantially higher than the vibration levels that would be generated by 
HST operations. If the wells are not currently experiencing any of these problems under 
existing conditions, they would not be expected to experience these problems with the 
addition of HST operations. Well depths in the Central Valley aquifer system are 
determined by the depth of permeable aquifer material and by the quality of the ground 
water. In general, wells are usually less than 500 feet deep in the Sacramento Valley but 
are as deep as 3,500 feet in the San Joaquin Valley. The greater depth of wells is a 
result of the low permeability of the sands in the unconfined aquifer in the western and 
southern San Joaquin Valley and of highly mineralized water and water high in selenium 
in the upper parts of the aquifer system in the western San Joaquin Valley. At a depth 
of 500 feet, the vibration levels due to high-speed train operations are projected to be 
less than 57 VdB. Vibration levels this low are adequate for high-power optical 
microscopes (1000X), to be used for inspection and lithography equipment to 3-micron 
line widths. There are not expected to be any impacts on the Central Valley aquifer 
system from vibration associated with the operation of the HST System. 

According to a USGS study, “Ground Water Atlas of the United States,” the primary 
cause of land subsidence in the Sacramento and the San Joaquin Valleys has been the 
compaction of fine-grained sediments (predominantly clay) in the aquifer system 
following severe, long-term withdrawal of ground water in excess of recharge. The 
amount of such subsidence in an area is related to the amount of withdrawal and the 
percentage of the withdrawal zone composed of clay beds. Compaction occurs when 
the hydraulic head in the confined parts of the aquifer system is lowered, thus reducing 
the hydraulic head in the clay beds, which, in turn, reduces the pore pressure in the clay. 
The weight of overlying sediments compacts the clay and squeezes water out of the clay 
until equilibrium is reached with the pore pressure in the clay. Compaction is directly 
related to the amount of water within the aquifer and is not expected to be influenced by 
the vibrations produced by HST operations. 

1035-21 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-13. 


1035-22 

The cumulative impacts of vibration from the freight and HSR trains will be negligible. 
The cumulative impacts of noise are taken into account in the noise model. 

The noise and vibration analysis for the HST Project provided in Section 3.4, Noise and 
Vibration, includes the existing freight rail system in the calculation of the existing 
ambient noise environment (existing condition). Therefore, the addition of the HST 
Project to the existing freight rail noise and vibration levels has been analyzed. For the 
noise analysis, impacts and mitigation measures were identified. For the vibration 
analysis, the vibration level generated by the HST would be substantially lower than the 
vibration levels generated by the existing freight trains; the impacts would be negligible 
and no mitigation is required. As described in Section 3.19, Cumulative Impacts, there 
would not be cumulative vibration impacts from implementation of the HST Project and 
the other cumulative projects. 

1035-23 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-PU&E-03, FB-Response-HWR-01. 

The proposed project would protect or reroute potentially affected existing public utility 
infrastructure in the Ponderosa community. The Authority’s construction contractor will 
coordinate schedules for utility relocations and protection-in-place with the utility owner 
to ensure the project would minimize or eliminate the potential for disruption of service to 
affected users and the community. 

1035-24 

Southern California Edison’s proposed Mascot Electrical Substation project was 
approved by the CPUC in the 2nd quarter of 2011. While the analysis of project-level 
effects in Section 3.6 Public Utilities and Energy evaluates anticipated effects to existing 
public utility facilities and services, the proposed Mascot substation was not 
implemented at the time of the Draft EIR/EIS analysis. Based on a review by HST 
planning engineers, the proposed Mascot substation would not be directly affected; 
however, the route of power lines connected to the proposed facility may need to be 
altered. Because the Mascot substation would not be impacted by project alternatives, it 
was not included in the Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS. 
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The Draft EIR/EIS at page 3.6-14 refers to Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines, which 
states that a significant impact on utilities and service systems would occur if the project 
results in a conflict with a fixed facility such as an electrical substation. No such impact 
would result. However, the project team has and will continue to actively coordinate with 
utility providers during all the design phases of the project to identify, describe, and 
evaluate the HST's potential impact on existing electrical infrastructure. Where the 
project would require modification of any electrical substation or electrical transmission, 
power, or distribution line, such modifications would be conducted in compliance with 
the California Public Utilities Commission’s General Order 131-D, including any 
necessary additional environmental review. The Authority will assist utility providers 
in applying for a permit from the CPUC under CPUC General Order 131-D, including the 
need for any additional environmental review necessary for transmission line relocation 
or extension, or other new or modified facilities, and any localized increase in electrical 
loads identified as part of the more detailed design. 

1035-25 

The various alternative track alignments pass near wireless systems in use. Federal 
Communications Commission (FCC) spectrum frequency allocations allow wireless 
fidelity systems to operate in their frequency blocks at 2.4, 3.6, and 4.9/5.0 gigahertz 
(GHz), each divided into channels to allow multiple systems to operate without 
interfering with one another. Wireless networks operate at relatively low power levels 
and have limited ranges. Therefore, electromagnetic interference (EMI) with distant uses 
is generally not a concern. 

The California HST System would use radio systems for automatic train control, data 
transfer, and communications, raising the concern that HST operations would result in 
EMI with the radio systems at use at nearby schools. HST radio systems would transmit 
radio signals from antennas located at stations and heavy maintenance facilities (HMFs) 
along the track alignment and on locomotives and train cars. The Authority plans to 
acquire two dedicated frequency blocks, each with a width of 4 megahertz (MHz), for 
use by automatic train control systems. These blocks would be at frequencies below 925 
MHz because frequencies higher than 925 MHz will not function on a high-speed train. 
These blocks would be dedicated for California HST use, and EMI with other users 


1035-25 

would not be expected. Communications systems at stations may operate at Wi-Fi 
frequencies to connect to stationary trains; channels would be selected to avoid EMI 
with other users, including Wi-Fi systems at use at nearby schools (Authority 2011c, 

201 If). 

The Authority will implement an Electromagnetic Compatibility Program Plan (EMCPP) 
during project planning and operation to provide electromagnetic compatibility with 
neighboring radio systems. During the planning stage through the 30% system design, 
the Authority will perform electromagnetic compatibility (EMC)/EMI safety analyses, 
which will include identification of existing radio systems at nearby uses, design of 
systems to prevent EMI with identified neighboring uses, and incorporation of these 
design requirements into the bid specifications used to procure radio systems. The 
implementation stage will include 100% system design and will include final engineering 
design, monitoring, and evaluation of system performance. Section 3.5, Electromagnetic 
Fields and Electromagnetic Interference, of the EIR/EIS primarily considers 
electromagnetic fields (EMFs) at the 60-hertz (Hz) power frequency and at radio 
frequencies (RFs) produced intentionally by communications or unintentionally by 
electric discharges. EMI is avoided with intentionally produced communications primarily 
through the Authority’s commitment to adhere to its EMCPP. Given the commitment to 
eliminate EMI with a broad range of RF equipment according to the EMCPP, the focus 
of the EMF/EMI analysis is on the most sensitive or susceptible RF equipment. 

1035-26 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-PU&E-02. 

Section 3.6, Public Utilities and Energy, of the Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS states 
that the area studied to determine the potential impacts of the HST System on electricity 
generation and transmission includes the entire state of California (and western states 
that produce energy that is exported to California) because the HST System would 
obtain electricity from the statewide grid. The HST System is expected to require less 
than 1% of the state’s future electricity consumption. The Revised DEIR/Supplemental 
DEIS provides information about the multi-state electrical grid serving California and the 
HST System energy demand in Section 3.6, Public Utilities and Energy (Table 3.6-18). 
The HST project would set a priority on the use of renewable energy sources and not 
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require the construction of a separate power source, although it would include the 
addition and upgrade of power lines to a series of substations positioned along the HST 
corridor. Please refer to the summary of electricity requirements in Section 2.2.6, 

Traction Power Distribution, in Chapter 2, Alternatives. Section 3.6.5 C, High-speed 
Train Alternatives, discusses how the energy demand would be met. 

1035-27 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-AG-03, FB-Response-LU-02. 

The HST project will not change existing zoning. The HST project would convert only the 
amount of land required for a transportation-related use for the alignment and other 
components of the HST System. The land use conversion would not extend beyond the 
construction footprint, which is generally no more than 120 feet in width where at-grade 
and 60 feet in width where elevated. The use of the land adjacent to the HST alignment 
is not expected to change except in the station areas where the station can act as an 
economic catalyst for transit-oriented development and in agricultural areas where 
agricultural uses would be displaced and parcel severance may remove from production 
some land that is currently in agricultural use. 

It is possible that remainder parcels could be consolidated; however, remnant parcels 
and odd-shaped parcels that cannot be used for farming may be acquired by the 
Authority. As stated in Section 3.14.5: “A partial acquisition of land protected by 
Williamson Act or FSZ contract could constrain the potential continued use of that land 
for farming because (1) the remaining land acreage might be too small to meet the 
minimum requirements under these programs and (2) the resulting increase in property 
taxes on the land might affect the financial feasibility of continued farming. Zoning for 
land on either side of the permanent footprint is under the jurisdiction of local agencies 
and would not be changed by action of the Authority. Therefore, it will be up to the 
governing jurisdiction as to whether a remnant commercial parcel remains zoned as 
commercial." 

In April 2013, the Authority reached an agreement with agricultural interests on 
mitigation of agricultural land impacts for the Merced to Fresno Section of the HST 
System (Authority 2013). Under that agreement, the Authority will acquire agricultural 


1035-27 

conservation easements for its impact on Important Farmland (i.e., land classified as 
prime farmland, farmland of statewide importance, farmland of local importance, and 
unique farmland) at the following ratios: 

• Important Farmland converted to nonagricultural uses either by direct commitment of 
the land to project facilities or by the creation of remnant parcels that cannot be 
economically farmed will be mitigated at a ratio of 1:1. 

• Where HST project facilities would create a remnant parcel of 20 acres or less in size, 
the acreage of that remnant parcel will be mitigated at a ratio of 1:1. 

• An area 25 feet wide bordering Important Farmland converted to nonagricultural uses 
by project facilities (not counting remnant parcels) will be mitigated at a ratio of 0.5:1. 

1035-28 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-AG-02, FB-Response-AG-03, FB- 
Response-LU-02. 

1035-29 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-AG-04. 

A Mitigation Monitoring and Enforcement Plan (MMEP) is required to ensure that 
adopted mitigation measures are successfully implemented. The Authority is the lead 
state agency for the proposed project and is responsible for implementation of the 
MMEP in accordance with CEQA. 

The MMEP will be active through all phases of the project, including design, 
construction, and operation. The project will be developed in phases and may include 
permits required for implementation of project components. There are mitigation 
measures that must be continuously implemented throughout the development and 
operation of the proposed project. The MMEP identifies those mitigation measures 
required by the Authority to mitigate or avoid significant adverse impacts associated with 
the implementation of the proposed project, entity responsible for monitoring, timing of 
implementation, phase the measure applies to, timing of implementation, and 
completion verification. The MMEP will help ensure that the measures are implemented, 
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their effectiveness monitored, and documentation provided. 

Section 3.6.6, Project Design Features, states, in part: "[wjhere necessary, project 
design and phasing of construction activities would be coordinated with service 
providers to minimize or avoid interruptions." The Authority or its contractors will take 
into account the limited period during which construction may occur without disrupting 
the District's operations and deliveries. This will occur during property acquisition, 
furtherance of project design, and prior to actual construction. 

The Authority is currently working with irrigation districts to develop agreements for the 
modification of their irrigation facilities where necessary for project construction. It is 
expected that irrigation districts will want to manage the design and construction of 
relocated segments of irrigation canals and the Authority will pay for the work. As 
implied by this comment, irrigation districts conduct major maintenance and repair of 
their canals and other irrigation facilities during winter months when the canals are not 
used for delivery of irrigation water. Connection of relocated segments of canals to the 
existing irrigation system would be done during those winter months. Districts would not 
typically close canals and then relocate them. Instead, the relocated segments would be 
constructed, and once that construction was completed, the new canal segment would 
be connected into the rest of the canal system and the abandoned segment would be 
filled in. Therefore, a relocated canal would only be closed for a few days during the 
winter months. As a result, relocation of canals would not impact spring, summer, and 
fall water deliveries, and would not disrupt the localized use of irrigation canals as storm 
drains. 

1035-30 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-SO-01, FB-Response-AG-04. 

1035-31 

Chapter 3.8, Hydrology and Water Resources, indicates that the removal/abandonment 
of wells would be done in accordance with local regulations. DWR has developed well 
standards to protect groundwater quality. California Well Standards, Water wells, 
Monitoring wells, Cathodic protection wells, Bulletins 74-81 and 74-90 (DWR 1991) 
provides minimum standards for the construction, alteration, maintenance, or destruction 


1035-31 

of wells to prevent pollution of groundwater. The standards apply to all water well drillers 
in California and the local agencies that enforce them. Items addressed by DWR well 
standards include: setback of wells from pollution sources; casing materials; annular 
seal dimensions and materials; surface features—pads, locks, covers, backflow 
preventers, vaults; well development; disinfection; repair; and destruction. 

Local governments, counties, cities, and some water districts are responsible for 
enforcing standards that are either equal to or more stringent than DWR's well 
standards. These agencies usually require permits for well construction. They also 
conduct inspections to make sure the wells are constructed properly. Applicable county 
ordinances and local regulations include: Fresno Municipal Code (Chapter 6, Article 4, 
Wells); Kings County Code of Ordinances (Chapter 14A, Water Wells); Tulare County 
Code (Part IV, Chapter 13, Wells); Kern County Code of Ordinances (Chapter 14.08, 
Article III, Well Standards); and Bakersfield Municipal Code (Title 8, Chapter 8.70, 
Regulation of Wells and Water Systems). 

1035-32 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-SO-01, FB-Response-AG-04. 

The regional aquifer has a water surface elevation of about 50 to 250 feet below ground 
surface near the alignment alternatives (see Table 3.8-13 of the EIR/EIS) and typically is 
unconfined at that depth. Underlying the unconfined layer is a regionally confined aquifer 
that is generally 400 to 450 feet below ground surface. Typical well depths in the 
groundwater subbasins crossed by the HST are between 100 and 2,000 feet below 
ground surface (see Table 3.8-8 of the EIR/EIS) and wells extract water from either 
unconfined or confined layers. 

The Authority will fairly compensate land owners during the right-of-way acquisition 
process for destruction and replacement of agricultural and household domestic wells. 
The Authority will work with individuals on a case-by-case basis to provide equal utility 
for replacement wells. Although an identical well at a new location may not have the 
same capacity as the abandoned well, the Authority would not create only identical 
replacement wells, but instead would ensure equal utility such that the new well would 
have the same capacity as the previous well (e.g., the new well could be deeper, wider 
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in diameter, or screened at a different location then the pervious well, if required for 
equal utility). The design of the resulting replacement infrastructure will be addressed 
during the appraisal process with consultation from experts in the hydraulic engineering 
and agriculture management fields. Factors that will be taken into consideration include 
well location, depth and screen elevation. The timing of any restorative work or 
reconfigurations will be addressed at the acquisition stage and documented in the right- 
of-way contract. 

Depending on the rate and volume of pumping, water levels in neighboring wells could 
be affected by relocated wells. However, where agricultural wells would need to be 
relocated, it is anticipated that they will be relocated in the same vicinity as the original 
well and pump at the same rate and depth as it would have prior to being relocated. 
Hydraulic studies would be done to determine the location of new wells such that new 
wells minimize secondary effects to other wells in the vicinity. No new wells in addition to 
the wells installed to replace wells impacted by the HST project are anticipated beyond 
those discussed in Chapter 3.8. 

1035-33 

DWR has developed well standards to protect groundwater quality. California Well 
Standards, Water wells, Monitoring wells, Cathodic protection wells, Bulletins 74-81 and 
74-90 (DWR 1991) provides minimum standards for the construction, alteration, 
maintenance, or destruction of wells to prevent pollution of groundwater. The standards 
apply to all water well drillers in California and the local agencies that enforce them. 

Items addressed by DWR well standards include: setback of wells from pollution 
sources; casing materials; annular seal dimensions and materials; surface 
features—pads, locks, covers, backflow preventers, vaults; well development; 
disinfection; repair; and destruction. 

Local governments, counties, cities, and some water districts are responsible for 
enforcing standards that are either equal to or more stringent than DWR's well 
standards. These agencies usually require permits for well construction. They also 
conduct inspections to make sure the wells are constructed properly. Applicable county 
ordinances and local regulations include: Fresno Municipal Code (Chapter 6, Article 4, 
Wells); Kings County Code of Ordinances (Chapter 14A, Water Wells); Tulare County 


1035-33 

Code (Part IV, Chapter 13, Wells); Kern County Code of Ordinances (Chapter 14.08, 
Article III, Well Standards); and Bakersfield Municipal Code (Title 8, Chapter 8.70, 
Regulation of Wells and Water Systems). 

Chapter 3.8, Hydrology and Water Resources, indicates that the removal/abandonment 
of wells would be done in accordance with local regulations and Section 3.8.2.3 lists 
these regional and local regulations. 

1035-34 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-SO-01, FB-Response-AG-04. 

The Authority will fairly compensate land owners during the right-of-way acquisition 
process for destruction and replacement of agricultural and household domestic wells. 
The Authority will work with individuals on a case-by-case basis to provide equal utility 
for replacement wells. Although an identical well at a new location may not have the 
same capacity as the abandoned well, the Authority would not create only identical 
replacement wells, but instead would ensure equal utility such that the new well would 
have the same capacity as the previous well (e.g., the new well could be deeper, wider 
in diameter, or screened at a different location then the pervious well, if required for 
equal utility). For example, if the existing well produced 500 gallons per minute, the new 
well would produce 500 gallons per minute even if the new well would need to be drilled 
deeper or be screened at a different location. The design of the resulting replacement 
infrastructure will be addressed during the appraisal process with consultation from 
experts in the hydraulic engineering and agriculture management fields. Factors that will 
be taken into consideration include well location, depth and screen elevation. The timing 
of any restorative work or reconfigurations will be addressed at the acquisition stage and 
documented in the right-of-way contract. 

1035-35 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-PU&E-03. 

Yes, the pipeline will be encased across the entire HST right-of-way. Landowners will 
not be given access to HST right-of-way. Access to pipelines will be from either side of 
the HST right-of-way. 
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Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-PU&E-03. 

The owner will be responsible for maintaining the pipeline. 

1035-37 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-PU&E-03. 

The owner will be responsible for maintaining the pipeline. The utility crossings and 
encasements will be designed such that a failure in the pipeline will not result in the HST 
tracks being washed out. 

1035-38 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-PU&E-03. 

Utilities within the permanent project footprint would be either relocated outside the 
restricted access areas of the HST right-of-way, or they would be modified (e.g., 
encased in a pipe sturdy enough to withstand the weight of HST System elements) to 
avoid the conflict. Specifications will vary depending on the circumstances. 

Specifications will be developed in cooperation with the affected landowner or entity 
before installation of the utility under the alignment and will specified in the MOU 
between the authority and the utility owner. 

1035-39 

California High-Speed Train Project Technical Memorandum 2.9.10 discusses the 
design differential settlement requirements, in Section 6.3.4, for structures for various 
load cases. Additionally, embankment and at-grade portions of track require settlement 
analyses in accordance with FHWA manuals. Technical Memorandum 2.9.10 addresses 
settlement criteria for these sections of track as well. 

As discussed under Impact GSS #2, Soil Settlement at Structures or along Trackway 
During Construction, soils along the alignments are generally competent (medium- 
dense, stiff, or better). Localized deposits of soft or loose soils could occur at various 
locations, particularly at water crossings where soft or loose soils appear to be more 


1035-39 

prevalent. Geotechnical explorations to be undertaken prior to final design and prior to 
construction would identify the specific locations with the potential for settlement. At 
locations where subsurface conditions may not be capable of supporting the additional 
loading induced by additional fill, engineering design features that address soft deposits 
of silty or clay soils would be incorporated. These design features include techniques, 
such as preloading, to accelerate settlement or adding wick drains if applicable. 

1035-40 

Restoration of sites to prior condition would only consist of a recommendation for 
scarification of the top 12 inches, recompaction to 85% maximum relative density, and 
surface stabilization for dust mitigation (hydroseeding or other) prior to transitioning a 
temporary use site to the owner. This restoration of staging or other temporary use 
areas is incorporated as part of the project, as described in Section 2.8. 

1035-41 

This comment hypothesizes a situation where the project impedes emergency access to 
improvements on a property to such an extent that it would impact the insurance rating 
for that property. The Authority will consider access issues on a case by case basis. If it 
is cost-effective and does not threaten the integrity of the HST, the Authority may 
provide access under the train route. If it is not determined to be cost-effective, the 
landlocked portion will be addressed in the appraisal process. The Authority may 
consider acquiring an access easement on the neighboring parcel under eminent 
domain or the Authority may acquire the landlocked parcel and sell that parcel at 
auction. 

Any diminution in value to a property owner’s remaining parcel(s) will be estimated by 
the appraiser through the appraisal process. This involves appraising the remainder as it 
contributes to the whole property value before acquisition, then appraising the remainder 
in the after condition as a separate parcel as though the project was constructed (i.e., as 
bisected by the HST), and including any estimated “cost to cure” damages to the 
remainder, e.g., cost of re-establishing irrigation systems, replacing wells, increased 
insurace cost, etc. The difference between these “before” and “after” values is termed as 
severance damages and will reflect any loss in value the remainder due to the 
construction in the manner proposed. 
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The project would not result in the relocation of the county fire station on Houston 
Avenue. Alternative alignments would not directly take any of the fire station property. 

As described in Section 3.11, project facilities would not impinge on the flight path of 
helicopters using the fire station heliport. None of the public roads in the vicinity of the 
fire station would be closed by the project; therefore, the project would not impact 
access to and from the fire station. 

1035-43 

The first section of the California HST System requires a section of over 100 miles of 
high-speed track to test the high-speed trains. The Central Valley is the best location for 
this initial phase. However, even if the HST project were not to be fully funded, American 
Recovery and Reinvestment Act (ARRA) funding must be used towards a project that 
has operational benefits or can demonstrate "independent utility" as that term is defined 
in FRA's High-Speed Intercity Passenger Rail (HSIPR) Interim Program Guidance (74 
FR 29900, 29905 [June 23, 2009]). The Central Valley sections could accommodate 
nonelectrified passenger trains (e.g., Amtrak San Joaquin service) from the north and at 
the existing stations in Merced and Madera via a crossover trackway with the BNSF 
railroad (at Avenue 17 near Madera) to Bakersfield in the south, even if no other portion 
of the HST system is constructed. 

Independent utility under ARRA could be achieved by allowing nonelectrified passenger 
trains to use these sections. The HST track would be vastly superior to existing 
passenger train track in the same corridor, thus allowing much faster and smoother 
service than currently exists. Such interim service is undefined at present, but could 
range from the existing Amtrak San Joaquin service (although improved because of the 
improved track) to modern diesel multiple-unit trains capable of speeds and comfort 
significantly better than the existing Amtrak San Joaquin service. The Fresno to 
Bakersfield Section could also have utility as a test track for the eventual expansion of 
the HST system. High-speed testing is crucial to the safe and efficient operation of the 
system. The relatively straight alignment would allow for the testing of track, signaling 
systems, and train sets at operational speeds. 

Improved nonelectrified passenger service using the Central Valley sections is not part 


1035-43 

of the project (i.e., a high-speed electrified train project) for environmental review 
purposes. If such service were to be proposed, environmental review would be 
conducted by those agencies that would institute and operate such service. As an 
indirect practical matter, however, potential environmental impacts of construction that 
would permit such service were fully analyzed in the Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS 
because any such service would run on HST track, the construction impacts of which 
were fully analyzed. 

1035-44 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-AG-02, FB-Response-GENERAL-01, FB- 
Response-SO-01. 

The Farmland Consolidation program is described in Section 3.14.6, Project Design 
Features, of the Final EIR/EIS. As explained there, the Authority will establish and 
administer the Farmland Consolidation program to sell remnant parcels to neighboring 
landowners for consolidation with adjacent farmland properties. Also, on request, the 
program will assist the owners of remnant parcels in selling those remnants to adjacent 
landowners. The program also will assist landowners in obtaining lot line adjustments 
where appropriate to incorporate remnant parcels into a larger parcel that is consistent 
with size requirements under the local government's general plan. The program will be 
administered by the Authority as part of the HST project, and the Authority would use 
the same real property transaction processes used by Caltrans, implemented by 
Authority right-of-way agents, who generally follow Caltrans procedures. The program 
will facilitate the purchase and consolidation of remainder parcels; the cost of land will 
depend upon the market. 

In April 2013, the Authority reached an agreement with agricultural interests on 
mitigation of agricultural land impacts for the Merced to Fresno Section of the HST 
System (Authority 2013). Under that agreement, the Authority will acquire agricultural 
conservation easements for its impact on Important Farmland (i.e., land classified as 
prime farmland, farmland of statewide importance, farmland of local importance, and 
unique farmland) at the following ratios: 

• Important Farmland converted to nonagricultural uses either by direct commitment of 
the land to project facilities or by the creation of remnant parcels that cannot be 
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economically farmed will be mitigated at a ratio of 1:1. 

• Where HST project facilities would create a remnant parcel of 20 acres or less in size, 
the acreage of that remnant parcel will be mitigated at a ratio of 1:1. 

• An area 25 feet wide bordering Important Farmland converted to nonagricultural uses 
by project facilities (not counting remnant parcels) will be mitigated at a ratio of 0.5:1. 

1035-45 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-SO-01, FB-Response-AG-03. 

1035-46 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-SO-01, FB-Response-AG-02, FB- 
Response-AG-03. 

When analyzing agricultural impacts, the Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS looked at 
each impacted parcel individually to assess whether the parcel would be able to remain 
in agricultural production (see Section 3.14, Impact AG #5). If the parcel can remain in 
agricultural production, but at a decreased level of productivity, the landowner will be 
compensated for the decrease in productivity. All parcels that were considered to be 
potentially uneconomic were counted in the permanent project footprint. The Authority 
purposely used a cautious approach in estimating remnant parcels so as to not 
underestimate farmland impacts. The Authority will take on long-term management of 
any remnant parcels that are found to be uneconomic to farm. 

As described in Section 3.14.6, the Authority will establish and administer a Farmland 
Consolidation Program through its right-of-way agents to sell remnant parcels to 
neighboring landowners for consolidation with adjacent 

farmland properties, assist the owners of remnant parcels in selling those remnants to 
adjacent landowners, and assist landowners in obtaining lot line adjustments where 
appropriate to incorporate remnant parcels into a larger parcel that is consistent with 
size requirements under the local government's general plan. The objective of the 
program is to minimize the number of unused remainder parcels. 

In April 2013, the Authority reached an agreement with agricultural interests on 
mitigation of agricultural land impacts for the Merced to Fresno Section of the FIST 


1035-46 

System (Authority 2013). Under that agreement, the Authority will acquire agricultural 
conservation easements for its impact on Important Farmland (i.e., land classified as 
prime farmland, farmland of statewide importance, farmland of local importance, and 
unique farmland) at the following ratios: 

• Important Farmland converted to nonagricultural uses either by direct commitment of 
the land to project facilities or by the creation of remnant parcels that cannot be 
economically farmed will be mitigated at a ratio of 1:1. 

• Where FIST project facilities would create a remnant parcel of 20 acres or less in size, 
the acreage of that remnant parcel will be mitigated at a ratio of 1:1. 

• An area 25 feet wide bordering Important Farmland converted to nonagricultural uses 
by project facilities (not counting remnant parcels) will be mitigated at a ratio of 0.5:1. 

1035-47 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-SO-01, FB-Response-AG-02. 

A temporary impact is land that will be used for construction purposes of the FIST and 
will be returned to the landowner once construction is done. The landowner will be 
compensated for any losses of income due to temporary use of agricultural land. 

1035-48 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-04, FB-Response-SO-01. 

As a feature of the project, the Authority will assign a representative to act as a single 
point of contact to assist each confined animal facility owner during the process of 
obtaining new or amended permits or other regulatory compliance necessary to the 
continued operation or relocation of the facility. The Authority will consider and may 
provide compensation when acquisition of a confined animal site would either require 
relocation of the facility or amendment of its existing regulatory permits. This is part of 
the project and is not a mitigation measure. Implementation is assured because it is a 
design feature. Representatives of the Authority will be knowledgeable in permit 
processes and help coordinate permitting for the landowner; however, applications for 
permits would remain the responsibility of the landowner. 
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1035-49 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-04, FB-Response-SO-OI, FB- 
Response-AG-06. 

The Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS only states that the land could return to 
agricultural production. It is not expected that many dairies would be closed as a result 
of the FIST. Any land that does not return to agricultural use will be purchased by the 
Authority at fair market value, and the Authority will take on long-term management of 
the lands. 

1035-50 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-AG-05. 

The commenter is mistaken. Impact AG # 10, Wind-Induced Effects, discusses a 
number of studies done of HSTs and their capacity to induce wind (see Section 3.14.5). 
No freight train studies were included because such trains do not share the aerodynamic 
profile of a FIST. These conclusions are supported by the July 2012 Agricultural Working 
Group White Paper entitled "Induced Wind Impacts." 

The Agricultural Working Group was established in July 2011 to assist the Authority with 
an independent advisory group that could address the issues being raised by the 
agricultural community. The representatives of this group are specialists and experts in 
their specific fields of agriculture. They include representatives from universities and 
governmental agencies, county agricultural commissioners, and agribusiness 
representatives. A series of White Papers was produced by this group and they were 
presented to the Pligh-Speed Rail Authority Board. For more information on the White 
Papers, see Section 3.14. 

1035-51 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-01. 

An EIR project description is intended to be general, not detailed (CEQA Guidelines 
§15124(c).) Final design or even advanced design of infrastructure is not required in the 
project description (Dry Creek Citizens Coalition v. County of Tulare (1999) 70 
Cal.App.4th 20, 36.) The question is whether the project description narrowed the scope 


1035-51 

of environmental review, or prevented full understanding of the project and its 
consequences (Ibid.). 

A higher level of design is not necessary because 15% design provides enough 
information for a conservative environmental analysis. A higher level of design provides 
refinement, but does not yield more information needed for adequate CEQA review. For 
example, if a lead agency knows the location, size, and basic design of a building, it has 
enough information for environmental review. The details about whether the water 
system will use PVC or copper pipe, or whether windows will be vinyl or wood, are not 
necessary for assessing the impacts of building construction. Further, it is common 
practice with larger transportation infrastructure projects to prepare environmental 
analysis before completion of final design. 

If design refinements or changes occur in the future that would change the project 
footprint, the potential impacts of those changes would be subject to additional 
environmental review pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Sections 15162 through 15164, 
FRA Procedures for Considering Environmental Impacts (64 FR 101, page 28545, 
section 13(c)(17)), and the Authority's own procedures for subsequent review. Where 
the change is found to be substantial, a subsequent or supplemental environmental 
document would be prepared. 

1035-52 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-07. 
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